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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Site Description

The Skinner Landfill Site is located approximately 15 miles north of Cincinnati, Ohio in Section
22 of Butler County. The site lies one-half mile south of the intersection of 1-75 and Cincinnati-
Dayton Road and one-half mile north of the town of West Chester. The Skinner property
including the site is comprised of roughly 78 acres of hilly terrain and is bordered on the north
by woods and old fields, on the south by the East Fork of Mill Creek, on the east by railroad
tracks, and on the west by the Cincinnati-Dayton Road. Agricultural and wooded land lie south
of the site, across the East Fork of Mill Creek site. The nearest residential area located within the
vicinity of the landfill lies to the west, along the Cincinnati-Dayton Road, and along the access
road to the site. The Union Elementary School is also located on the Cincinnati-Dayton Road,
across from the access road.

The site was originally used as a sand and gravel operation. The site began landfill operations
in 1934 and accepted wastes through 1990. The actual landfill area covers about 10 acres. In
1982 the landfill was placed on the National Priorities List, (NPL) and subsequently initial
remedial investigations began in September 1984. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and its contractors have completed a Remedial Investigation (RD, Baseline Risk
Assessment (RA), and Feasibility Study (FS) of the Skinner Landfill Site.

Results of the RI indicate that migration of contaminants has been limited due to the
hydrogeology of the site and the fact that the contaminants are largely immobile, bind tightly to
the clay-like soils and have low solubilities in water.

The Phase II RI report indicates that the former west lagoon contained sludge industrial
pesticides, chlordane intermediates, some volatile organic compounds, and heavy metals. This
waste lagoon is now buried under up to 40 feet of construction demolition debris. This area,
referenced as the buried waste lagoon, is located near the southeastern edge of the site.
Scattered contamination was found in on-site soils and groundwater. Detected contaminants
included volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile compounds, pesticides, PCB's and metals.
No contamination was found in the two creeks adjacent to the property, and very low levels of
contaminants were found in the Trilobite and Diving ponds.

DUNN CORPORATION PAGE 1
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The only potential off-site routes of migration for surface water and surface water sediments are
through the East Fork of Mill Creek and Skinner Creek. Leachate seeps have been noted to
discharge into the East Fork of Mill Creek,

Ambient air contamination has been determined not to be a concern on the Skinner site.
Sampling during the RA has indicated that concentrations of volatile chemicals in surface soils
and water do not represent a significant source of concern for air. Additionally/ the depth of
contaminated soils in the waste lagoon limits emissions of chemicals to air.

1.2 CERCLA106 Order

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) issued an administrative order
pursuant to its authority under Section 106 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response
Compensation and Liabilities Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, which directs respondents to implement the
Interim Remedial Measures program of the approved remedy. The approved interim remedy
selected for the facility is described in the Record of Decision (ROD) signed by USEPA on
September 30,1992.

The CERCLA 106 Order provides for the implementation of the following interim remedial
measures activities:

• site fencing

• alternative water supply

• groundwater monitoring

• installation of groundwater monitoring wells

Additionally the CERCLA 106 Order provides for the development and submittal of a detailed
Work Plan within 20 days of the effective date of the order, detailing the methods and
procedures for implementing each IRM activity. The CERCLA 106 order is included as
Appendix A.

Sections 2-4 of this Work Plan document provide the specific detail required under the CERCLA
106 Order.

DUNN CORPORATION PAGE 2
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13 Interim Remedial Measures (IRM) Program

The USEPA Record of Decision, which is provided as attachment 2 of the CERCLA 106 Order,
provides that respondents implement the specified IRM activities within the time frames
specified under the Order.

Sections 2-5 of this Work Plan provide the specific information required under Paragraph 6 of
the CERCLA 106 Order. Additionally, bid documents are being prepared in order to solicit
separate contractor bids for each IRM activity. Section 6 of this Work Plan details the schedule
for implementation of the IRM program.

1.4 Health and Safety Plan

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) has established standards for
Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response. These standards are published in 29
CRF Part 1910. Although some of the operations covered by this IRM plan do not fall within the
specific scope of activities regulated by OSHA Part 1910, DUNN has prepared a health and
safety plan for its employees working on the project, and will require contractors and any
visitors on site during the IRM activities to follow the provisions of this part of OSHA.

The Health and Safety Plan developed for work conducted under the IRM is presented herein as
Appendix B.

DUNN CORPORATION PAGES
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2.0 SITE FENCING

2.1 General

The Record of Decision specifies the installation of approximately 5000 linear feet of security
fencing, as shown on Figure 1. Site fencing is necessary to eliminate exposure potential and
risks associated with people entering the site and coming into contact with hazardous
substances. Security fencing will also serve to control access. DUNN will prepare bid
documents and bid the site fence installation to several local contractors as discussed below.

2.2 Fence Installation

The site fencing will consist of a six foot high chain link fence fabric with two strands of barbed
wire around the perimeter of the site. The fence will be equipped with gates at the appropriate
locations to allow passage of emergency vehicles and construction equipment on site roadways
as may be necessary. The gates will be wide enough to allow for the passage of construction
equipment and keys will be distributed to personnel as required by the CERCLA106 Order.

A sign will be installed on the fence at each gate location and at every 200 linear feet of fence.
As required by the CERCLA 106 Order, the sign will read, in part, "Danger, Keep Out, United
States Environmental Protection Agency Superfund Site".

The fencing on the northwest portion of the site will, for the most part, follow the property line.
Fencing in other areas will be installed generally at locations shown on Figure 1.

Prior to fence installation the fence route will be surveyed and flagged. The fence installation
contract and bidding documents will require bidders for the fence contract to attend a pre bid
meeting at the site in order to walk the proposed fence installation route. This will assure that
site conditions are properly considered and evaluated in each bid.

23 Maintenance

The fence will be inspected and maintained in accordance with the requirements of the
CERCLA 106 Order. Inspections will be conducted twice monthly in conjunction with other site
inspection activities. If repairs are necessary arrangements will be made with a qualified

DUNN CORPORATION PAGE 4
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contractor in a timely fashion. As stipulated under the CERCLA 106 Order the owner of the
site, Elsa Skinner Morgan, will be responsible for keeping the gate locked.

2.4 Installation Schedule

The following activities and schedules are anticipated for implementation of the fence
installation contract, in accordance with the schedule shown in Table 1.

• Submit Work Plan

• Site Survey, Flag Fence Route*

• Prepare Bid Documents*

• Pre Bid Site Meeting*

• USEPA Approval of Work Plan

• Receipt of Bids

• Award of Contract

• Complete Fence Installation

* These tasks will be performed concurrent with the development of the work plan and

the review of the work plan by USEPA. The schedule mandated by the CERCLA 106
Order is too restrictive to allow these tasks to be completed after the approval of the
work plan.

Contract award will not be made until USEPA provides formal approval of the Work Plan. As
the schedule shown in Table 1 indicates, the completion of the fence installation is not expected
to require more than 90 days from the date of Work Plan approval. In the event that weather
conditions cause a temporary suspension of the installation work, a modification to the
schedule may be required and will be requested.

OUNN CORPORATION PAGE 6
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3.0 ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLY

3.1 General

The Record of Decision and the CERCLA 106 Order require that users of ground water in an

area delineated downgradient of the site be offered an alternative water supply to be provided

by connecting the user to the existing public water supply. We will also offer to properly

abandon the existing groundwater well in accordance with Ohio Administrative Code Rule

3745-9 Subsection 10.

We understand that USEPA will provide a list of the applicable addresses to the Respondents

prior to providing Work Plan approval.

3.2 Installation

In order to offer the alternative of public water to each of the addresses/ DUNN will contact
each homeowner on behalf of the Respondents requesting permission for access to perform the
work. Bid documents will be prepared setting forth the details for installing water service from
the public water system to the individual homes. The actual connection to the public water
main requires the approval by the Butler County Water and Sewer Department and the
payment of a connection fee to cover the cost of a local fee", a "capacity fee", installation of a
water meter and the service tap.

The Butler County Water and Sewer Department requirements for new water service are
presented in Appendix C.

In addition, the contractor retained to install the water service will provide all pipe and
appurtenant fixtures to connect the water service to the individual household plumbing system.
The contractor will also remove the existing groundwater supply well from service, and
properly abandon the existing groundwater well

In the event that a homeowner denies access for performance of this work or otherwise refuses
to participate in this program for alternative water supply, USEPA will be promptly notified as

DUNN CORPORATION PAGE 7
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provided in the CERCLA 106 Order. The schedule for completion will then be amended as
appropriate based on the ability of USEPA to gain access for performance of the work.

33 Maintenance

The maintenance of the individual household service connections and the payment of any
annual user fees or taxes will be the responsibility of the individual homeowners.

3.4 Installation Schedule

The following activities and schedule are anticipated to implement the offer of alternative water
supply to the identified addresses, in accordance with the schedule as shown in Table 1.

• Submit Work Plan

• Preparation of Bid Documents1

• Notice Letter to Homeowner and Access Agreements

• Pre Bid Meeting

• Receipt of Bids

• EPA Approval of Work Plan

• Award of Contract

• Complete Installation of Water Service

This task will be performed concurrent with the review of the work plan by USEPA.
The schedule of the CERCLA 106 order is too restrictive to allow these tasks to be
completed after the approval of the work plan.

DUNN CORPORATION PAGE 8
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The award of the contract will not occur until USEPA formally approves the Work Plan. As the
schedule shown in Table 1 indicates, the completion of the installation of the alternative water
supply is not expected to require more than 90 days from the date of Work Plan approval. In
the event that delays are incurred due to failure of a homeowner to grant access, failure of the
outler County Sewer and Water Authority to grant approvals for connection, or weather
conditions necessitating temporary suspension of work, an extension to the schedule may be
appropriate and will be requested.

DUNN CORPORATION PAGE 9
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4.0 GROUNDWATER MONITORING

4.1 General

Groundwater monitoring will be performed quarterly at the downgradient site boundary. It is
recognized that downgradient groundwater users are in the process of being provided an
alternative public water supply. The purpose of the groundwater monitoring is to begin to
establish a baseline of groundwater quality for the constituents of interest, as well as provide an
advance warning of contaminant migration. The existing wells will be augmented by two
additional wells to be installed at the downgradient property boundary as required by the
USEPA. The location of these wells is shown on Figure 1.

4.2 Monitoring and Maintenance

The data generated to date indicate very limited groundwater impact by volatile organics in the
overburden aquifer. There has been no impact demonstrated in the bedrock aquifer. Some
elevated levels of a small number of metals have occurred, typically inconsistently, in several
wells. A series of existing monitoring wells have been selected to provide an acceptable
distribution of monitoring coverage, at the downgradient site boundary, in both the overburden
and bedrock aquifers. These wells include GW06, GW07, GW-9, GW-10, GW-28, and GW-38.
The wells monitoring the overburden include GW06, GW07 and GW-10. The wells monitoring
the bedrock are GW-9, GW-28, and GW-38. The new wells installed near the downgradient
property boundary will also be monitored.

The wells will be sampled for the full TCL and TAL lists of parameters using CLP Methods.

A Quality Assurance Project Plan C'QAPP1) will be submitted to USEPA and OEPA for review
and comments. This plan will be submitted within 30 days of the USEPA approval to the work
plan. The QAPP will require the use of quality assurance, quality control, and chain-of-custody
procedures in accordance with USEPA's "Interior Guidelines and Specifications for Preparing
Quality Assurance Project Plans (QAM-005/80) and subsequent amendments. The field
sampling procedure will be initiated within 30 days of receiving USEPA approval of the QAPP.

4.3 Schedule

The following activities are anticipated for implementation of downgradient groundwater
monitoring, in accordance with the schedule stu > in Table 1.

OUNN CORPORATION PAGE 10
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• USEPA approval of Work Plan

• Submit QAPP

• USEPA approval of QAPP

• Sample Groundwater

• Laboratory Analysis

Groundwater sampling and analysis work will not proceed until USEPA formally approves the

QAPP. The CERCLA 106 Order states that sampling must be completed within 60 days of work

plan approval The CERCLA 106 Order also requests that a QAPP be prepared and submitted

to USEPA and OEPA within 30 days of work plan approval, and approval obtained prior to

initiation of sampling. We have estimated time for agency review and approval, based on

discussion with USEPA, to be about 90 days, which is shown on Table 1 Groundwater

sampling will be initiated within 30 days of obtaining QAPP approval. This schedule conflicts

with the CERCLA 106 Order requirement for completion of sampling within 60 days of work

plan approval. Therefore the appropriate time schedule to be in compliance with the CERCLA

106 Order is initiation of groundwater sampling within 30 days of receipt of USEPA QAPP

approval

DUNN CORPORATION PAGE 11
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5.0 GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL INSTALLATION

5.1 General

The existing groundwater monitoring network will be augmented by the installation of two
additional wells, located as shown on Figure 2, as required by the USEPA.

5.2 Well Installation

A groundwater monitoring well pair will be installed at the location shown on Figure 1. This
well pair will consist of a shallow groundwater monitoring well to monitor the overburden
materials, and a deeper monitoring well to monitor the shallow bedrock.

The deeper well will be installed first, by advancing 4 1/4-inch inner diameter hollow-stem
augers (HSA) until the augers reach the top of bedrock. Soil samples will be collected using
split-spoon sampling techniques at a standard five-foot interval, according to American Society
for Testing Materials (ASTM) Method CM 586. The soil sample obtained will be field screened
for VOCs using an organic Vapor Analyzer (OVA) or a photoionization detector, HNU. The
soil samples will be described in the field by the on-site geologist and a detailed field log
maintained. Particular attention will be paid to the monitoring condition of the samples and the
water level in the borehole during advancement of the casing.

The HSA will be advanced to refusal on bedrock. The borehole will be enlarged using 6 1/4-
inch HSAs to the top of bedrock. A 4-inch diameter steel casing equipped with a drive shoe will
be driven until refusal and seated into bedrock. The casing will be grouted in place using a
cement bentonite grout.

Drilling in the bedrock will continue after the grout has set, using rotary wash techniques, and
municipal water as a wash fluid. The hole will be drilled about 20 feet into bedrock and a 5-foot
section of .010-inch well screen with a cap at the bottom installed, with riser pipe extending to
the surface. The well screen and riser pipe will be PVC with threaded connections. A sand
pack of medium-grained silica sand will be used as a packing material around the screened
interval and extend two to four feet above the screen. A two to four feet thick bentonite seal,
using pellets, will be placed on top of the sand pack.

A cement bentonite grout shiny will be tremied from the bentonite seal to approximately one
foot below the ground surface to seal the annulus space between the well and the borehole.

A locking steel protective casing will be cemented into a concrete apron at the surface. The
concrete apron will slope away from the protective casing.

The shallow overburden well will be installed after the bedrock well. This well will not be
sampled and will consist of a 10-foot screened interval placed to intersect the top of the
groundwater table, using the same materials used for the bedrock monitoring well.

DUNN CORPORATION PAGE 12
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Drilling and well installation will be observed by DUNN personnel. All drilling equipment
coming in contact with subsurface soils will be steam cleaned between holes and at the
conclusion of drilling. The split-spoon samples will be washed with a soap and water solution
then rinsed with municipal water between each sample.

S3 Well Development

Each newly installed monitoring well will be developed to remove fine-grained materials from
the sand pack and formation, reduce the turbidity of the groundwater samples, and increase the
yield of the well. Well development will be performed using either a bailer, pump, or air-lift
device, as appropriate. Well development will continue until the water is relatively sediment
free to ensure representative samples.

All equipment will be decontaminated, assembled and installed in the well, with care taken not
to introduce any contaminants on the equipment during installatioa Groundwater generated
during the drilling, development and sampling will be discharged directly onto the ground
surface at a point downgradient of each well and allowed to infiltrate.

Well development will be discontinued when the turbidity of the discharged groundwater
reaches a turbidity value of 50 NTU or less. If this level cannot be achieved, well development
will be discontinued when the turbidity level stabilizes indicating additional development
would be ineffective or when an amount of groundwater equivalent to ten well volumes is
removed, whichever is less.

5.4 Schedule

The two additional monitoring wells will be installed during the 90-day period as required by
the CERCLA 106 Order. It is anticipated that these wells will be installed in April to early May
to take advantage of improved weather conditions. However, the actual schedule may vary
depending on other site work, such as the fence installation. It may be advantageous to install
these wells while other site work is ongoing to take advantage of the presence of on-site
personnel.

DUNN CORPORATION PAGE 13
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6.0 SCHEDULE

Table 1 provides a project schedule in a Gantt chart form delineating each individual IRM
activity.

lib
d:\word\reports\akininn.doc
2/25/93

DUNN CORPORATION PAGE 14
8KIMRM.OOC 0321*02691



1ANTT CHART REPORT
>ROJECT: «kinner <m

o>V

8s

to

oo
n9-na.
c

zo

o c/jn oo 9-c «a aa. c
< M

n> H-
M to

o o
9 3

O 9
i-l 00H- n>
9 9

OQ rt

c cn -o
M o
M 9
co

n> s:o
H- 7f
3cn '•e
rt h-
Pi 0)
I-1 9
I-1
rt> CDa. -o•o
O. i-tc oI-l <
H- 0)
3 h-

OQ .

> D>•a co
i-( CO
H- C

rt a.

n
CD

U>

O
«r

•oi-to
H-
Q.aa.

ncrnc
0)l-t

CURRENT DATE: 01/25/93
AS Of DATE: 01/19/93

!HMHUH
• • E - f f 3 l 5 a !

Il?n?f f
- i * - t : * 2 - ' S 5 * 2 J i * 3

! " % ! ? : 8 o ! r * . * - gft •• ^ ^ ^ O ^ A O **> • • 0

3 a , * ? m * 8 ? ? | ? " - * -l f l X " « * • • — » ^5 | 8 t R « - f t 8 f ?? H'-isurr

0 flp

TT^

^jj C

-g
CD

OT

RS

roA
U

r\>

S



APPENDICES



Appendix A

CERCLA 106 Order



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 5

^ WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF

DEC 0 9 1992

H-7J
CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Charles R. Dyas, Jr.
1900 Chemed Center
255 E. Fifth St.
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Re: Skinner Landtiii aire. West Chester. Ohio

Dear Sir or Madam:

Enclosed please find a unilateral Administrative Order issued by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("U.S. EPA") under
Section 106 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 ("CERCLA"),
42 U.S.C. Section 9601, et seq. Please note that the effective
date of this Administrative Order is fourteen (14) calendar days
after the date shown on page 25 of the Order.

The U.S. EPA has documented the release or threat of release of
hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants into the
environment at the Skinner Landfill Site. Public Monies have
been spent by the U.S. EPA to conduct a Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study ("RI/FS"). These activities were
authorized by Section 104 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9604.

Section 122(a) of CERCLA requires U.S. EPA to notify potentially
responsible parties ("PRPs") in situations when invoking the
settlement procedures set forth in Section 122(e) of CERCLA is
not appropriate. The U.S. EPA has decided not to invoke the
settlement procedures of Section 122(e) of CERCLA because, based
on the nature of the interim remedial action to be implemented at
the site and the need to implement such remedial action
expeditiously for the protection of human health, Section 122(e)
procedures would not be practicable or in the public interest.
Pursuant to Section 122(a) of CERCLA, the U.S. EPA's decision not
to invoke the settlement procedures of Section 122(e) of CERCLA
is not subject to judicial review.

Printed on Recycled Paper



If you have any questions regarding the Order, feel free to
contact John Breslin, Assistant Regional Counsel, at
(312) 886-7165 or Jim Van Der Kloot, Remedial Project Manager, at
(312) 353-9309.

Sincerely yours,

William E.
Waste Managemei

Enclosure



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

IN THE MATTER OF:

SKINNER LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO

RESPONDENTS:

Listed in Attachment 1

) ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER
) PURSUANT TO SECTION 106
) OF THE COMPREHENSIVE
) ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE,
) COMPENSATION, AND
) LIABILITY ACT OF 1980,
) AS AMENDED

I.

PREAMBLE

The following Administrative Order ("Order") is issued to

the Respondents pursuant to the authority vested in the President

of the United States by Section 106(a) of the Comprehensive

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980,

42 U.S.C. S 9606(a), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and

Reauthorization Act of 1986, Pub. L. 99-499 ("CERCLA"), and

delegated to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

("U.S. EPA") by Executive Order No. 12580, January 23, 1987,

52 Federal Register 2923, and further delegated to the Regional

Administrator by U.S. EPA Delegation No. 14-14-B, issued

February 26, 1987, and further delegated to the Director of the

Waste Management Division, Region V, by Delegation No. 14-14-B,

issued September 14, 1987. Pursuant to Section lO6(a) of CERCLA,

notice of issuance of this Order has been given to the State of

Ohio.



This Order requires the Respondents to undertake remedial

action activities at and near the Skinner Landfill Superfund Site

in Butler County, Ohio (the "Site" or "Facility"), as described

below, to abate an imminent and substantial endangerment to the

public health or welfare or the environment that may exist

because of the release or threat of a release of hazardous

substances present at the Site.

II.

PARTIES BOUND

This Order applies to and is binding upon the Respondents,

their successors and assigns. The Respondents shall provide a

copy of this Order to any engineer or contractor hired to perform

the work required by this Order. The Respondents shall also

require that any contractor provide a copy of this Order to each

subcontractor retained to perform any part of the work required

by this Order.

III.

DEFINITIONS

Whenever the following terms are used in this Order or the

Attachments attached hereto, the definitions specified in this

Section shall apply.

A. "CERCLA" means the Comprehensive Environmental Response,

Compensation, and Liability Act of 198O, as amended by the

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986,

Pub. L. 99-499, 42 U.S.C. § 9601 fi£ sea.

B. "Facility" means the "facility" as that term is defined

at Section 1O1(9) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 96O1(9), where hazardous
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substances have come to be located; the Facility is located in

West Chester, Butler County, Ohio and is known as the Skinner

Landfill Superfund Site.

C. "Hazardous substance" shall have the meaning provided in

Section 101(14) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14).

D. "OEPA" means the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency.

E. "National Contingency Plan" shall have the meaning set

forth in Section 105 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 96O5.

F. "Interim Action Operable Unit," as this term applies to

the interim remedial action required by this order and its

Attachments, is- an interim action remedy requiring the

construction of a fence around the contaminated portions of the

Site, the connection of an alternative water supply for

potentially affected users of groundwater, and the performance of

on-site groundwater monitoring.

G. "Record of Decision" or "ROD" means the U.S. EPA-

approved remedy selected for implementation at the Facility and

signed by the Regional Administrator of the U.S. EPA, Region V,

on September 30, 1992, and attached as Attachment 2.

H. "Respondents" refers to the parties delineated in

Attachment 1.

I. "Response Costs" means any costs incurred by the

U.S. EPA in conducting response actions related to this Order and

not inconsistent with the NCP.

J. "Administrative Record" means the Administrative Record,

which includes all documents considered or relied upon by
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U.S. EPA in the selection of the remedial action embodied in this

Order and Attachments. The Administrative Record Index is a

listing of all documents included in the Administrative Record,

as set forth in Attachment 3.

K. "State" means the State of Ohio.

L. "United States" means the United States of America.

M. "Work" means the activities to be undertaken by

Respondents in accordance with this Order and Attachments.

IV.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND DETERMINATIONS

A. The Skinner Landfill Site is a Facility within the

meaning of Section 101(9) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 96O1(9). The

Site is located in West Chester, Ohio, in Section 22 of Butler

County (see Attachment 4).

B. The Site was used in the past for the mining of sand and

gravel, and was operated for the landfilling of a wide variety of

materials from approximately 1934 through 1990. Materials

disposed of on the Site include construction and demolition

debris, household refuse, and a wide variety of chemical wastes.

A low area in the center of the Site, referred to as the waste

lagoon, was used for the disposal of paint wastes, ink wastes,

creosote, pesticides, and other chemical wastes.

C. Several geologic units which underlie the Site are used

locally for the supply of drinking water.

D. In 1976, in response to a fire on the Site and reports

of observations of a black, oily liquid in a waste lagoon on the
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Site, the OEPA began an investigation of the Site. After the

initial investigation, the Skinners covered the waste lagoon with

a layer of demolition debris, thereby hindering further

investigation. Albert Skinner, the Site owner at the time,

dissuaded the OEPA from accessing the waste lagoon area by

claiming that nerve gas, mustard gas, incendiary bombs,

phosphorus, flame throwers, cyanide ash, and other explosive

devices were buried at the landfill. This prompted the OEPA to

request the assistance of the U.S. Army. In the presence of OEPA

attorneys and the U.S. Army investigators, Albert Skinner

subsequently retracted his claims that ordnance and other

explosive devices were present on the Site. The U.S. Army and

OEPA then dug several trenches into the buried waste lagoon,

finding a black substance and barrels of wastes. Records

searches performed by the U.S. Army have revealed no records

indicating the shipment of ordnance or explosives from the

U.S. Army to the Site.

E. In 1982, the U.S. EPA conducted a limited investigation

for the purpose of scoring the Site for inclusion on the National

Priorities List ("NPL"). This investigation showed that the

groundwater southeast of the buried waste lagoon was contaminated

with volatile organic compounds. The Site was placed on the NPL

in December 1982.

F. In 1985, the U.S. EPA began a Phase I Remedial

Investigation, which included the sampling of ground water,

surface water, and soils. U.S. EPA also conducted a biological
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survey of the East Fork of Mill Creek and Skinner Creek.

G. In 1989, the U.S. EPA began a Phase II Remedial

Investigation ("Phase II RI") to further investigate the Site

groundwater, surface water, soils, and sediments. Overall, 33

soil borings and 39 groundwater monitoring wells were installed,

and over 400 samples from the Site were analyzed in chemical

laboratories.

H. In August 1990, the OEPA closed the Site to all further

landfilling activities.

I. Hazardous substances were detected in the groundwater in

two wells, GW-2D and B-05, located immediately adjacent to and

downgradient from the waste lagoon, were the most severely

impacted of wells tested during the Phase II RI. Hazardous

substances detected in these wells include 1,1-dichloroethane,

1,2-dichloroethane, 1,2-dichloroethene, 1,2-dichloropropane,

chloroethane, ethylbenzene, chloroform, trichloroethene 1,3-

dichlorobenzene, 1,4-dichlorobenzene, naphthalene, and vinyl

chloride.

J. The flow of groundwater within the unconsolidated

deposits (those deposits lying above the bedrock) on the Site

appears to be generally controlled by the surface topography,

which in turn mirrors the bedrock topography. The groundwater

surface maps indicate that the groundwater flows downgradient,

along the same direction as the slope of the ground surface.

K. Data developed during analyses of groundwater performed

during the two phases of the RI revealed the presence of numerous
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hazardous substances as defined in Section 101(14) of CERCLA,

including trichloroethene, toluene, benzene, acetone, and

methylene chloride. Some compounds detected in groundwater and

the associated maximum concentrations found at the Site are

listed below. The concentrations for trichloroethene, benzene,

and toluene exceed Maximum Contaminant Levels ("MCLs")

established pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act,

42 U.S.C. §300f et al. The MCL for trichloroethene is 5 ug/L;

for benzene the MCL is 5 ug/L; and for toluene the MCL is 1,000

ug/L.

GROUNDWATER ANALYTICAL DATA
(ug/1)

Chemical Maximum

Trichloroethene 31

Toluene 3100

Benzene 20,000

L. The area to be fenced encompasses the landfill and the

buried waste lagoon, which the Remedial Investigation identified

as the primary areas of contamination.

M. In April 1992, U.S. EPA made the Proposed Plan for the

remedial action to be conducted at the Site available for public

comment. A public meeting was held in West Chester, Ohio, on

May 20, 1992. Based on comments received at this and a second
meeting held on July 29, 1992, U.S. EPA proposed implementing the

Interim Action Operable Unit and extended the comment period for

such Operable Unit until August 31, 1992. The Record of Decision

for this Interim Action Operable Unit was signed by the Regional
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Administrator for Region V of U.S. EPA on September 30, 1992.

N. The ROD is attached as Attachment 2. The selected

remedy provides for connection of an alternative water supply for

potentially affected residences currently using groundwater, for

construction of a fence around the contaminated portions of the

Site, and for monitoring of on-Site groundwater.

0. U.S. EPA's ROD includes a discussion of U.S. EPA's

reasons for the selection of the Interim Action Operable Unit

remedy. The remedial action has been determined to be a cost-

effective remedial action that provides adequate protection of

public health, welfare, and the environment, and meets or waives

all Federal and more stringent State applicable or relevant and

appropriate requirements ("ARARs"), within the meaning of Section

121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621, and the NCP.

P. At various times between 1934 and 1990, "hazardous

substances'* as defined in Section 101(14), of CERCLA,

42 U.S.C. § 9601(14), were deposited, stored, disposed of,

placed, or located at the site.

Q. The past, present, and/or future migration of hazardous

substances from the Site constitutes an actual and/or threatened

"release" into the environment as defined in Section 101(22) of

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9601(22), and may present an imminent and

substantial endangerment to the public health or welfare or the

environment.

R. Elsa Skinner Morgan is the "owner" of the Facility as

defined in Section 101(20) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9601(20).
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S. Apart from the Respondent described in Paragraph R, the

Respondents delineated in Attachment 1 to this Order generated

hazardous substances and "arranged for" the disposal or

treatment, or arranged with a transporter for transport for

disposal or treatment, of hazardous substances owned or possessed

by the Respondents within the meaning of Section 107(a)(3) of

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a)(3). Respondents are "persons" as

defined in Section 101(21) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9601(21). Each

Respondent is a liable person with respect to the Facility within

the meaning of Section 107 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9607. The

responses to information requests and other documents supporting

the Respondents' liability for performance of the actions

required by this Order are contained in the Liability Record File

for the Order, which supports the issuance of the Order under

Section 106 of CERCLA. The Index for the Liability Record File

is attached as Attachment 5.

T. The actions required by this Order are necessary to

protect the public health or welfare or the environment, and are

consistent with the National Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300

fi£ seq.. as amended.

V.

ORDER

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and

Determinations, and pursuant to Section 106(a) of CERCLA,

it is hereby ordered that Respondents perform the work described

below.
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Work to be Performed

1. Within twenty (20) calendar days after the effective

date of this Order, the Respondents shall submit to U.S. EPA a

Work Plan for carrying out the activities ordered in Paragraph 6

below. The Work Plan shall provide a concise description of the

activities to be conducted to comply with the requirements of

this Order. The Work Plan shall include a representation that

the Respondents can properly conduct the actions required by this

Order. The Work Plan shall be reviewed by U.S. EPA, which may

approve, disapprove, require revisions, or modify and approve the

Work Plan. In the event that U.S. EPA provides Respondents with

a written disapproval of or request for revisions to the Work

Plan, Respondents shall submit a revised Work Plan incorporating

all of U.S. EPA's noted requirements or revisions within ten (10)

calendar days of receipt of U.S. EPA's disapproval or request for

revisions. Respondents shall implement the Work Plan as approved

by U.S. EPA. Once approved, the Work Plan shall be deemed to be

incorporated into and made a fully enforceable part of this

Order.

2. The Work Plan shall contain a Site Safety and Health

Plan, which shall be prepared in accordance with the Occupational

Safety and Health Administration ("OSHA") regulations applicable

to Hazardous Waste operations and Emergency Response,

29 CFR Part 1910.

3. Respondents shall retain a contractor qualified to

undertake and complete the requirements of this Order, and shall
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notify U.S. EPA of the name of such contractor within fifteen

(15) calendar days of the effective date of this Order. U.S. EPA

retains the right to disapprove of any, or all, of the

contractors and/or subcontractors retained by the Respondents.

In the event U.S. EPA disapproves of a selected contractor or

subcontractor, Respondents shall retain a different contractor or

subcontractor, subject to approval by U.S. EPA.

4. Within fifteen (15) calendar days of U.S. EPA approval

of the Work Plan, Respondents shall commence the work described

in the Work Plan. Unless otherwise directed by U. S. EPA, and as

mandated by Section 122(e)(6) of CERCLA, the Respondents shall

not commence field activities until they receive written approval

of the Work Plan by U.S. EPA.

5. Failure of the Respondents to properly implement all

aspects of the Work Plan shall be deemed to be a violation of the

terms of this Order.

6. The Work Plan shall require the Respondents to perform,

and to complete within sixty (60) calendar days of Work Plan

approval, at a minimum, the following activities:

a) The Respondents shall erect a six-foot high chain link

fence with at least two strands of barbed wire around the

area indicated in Attachment 6. A gate shall be installed

at each point where the fence intersects an on-Site road,

and shall be wide enough to permit access to emergency

vehicles and construction equipment. Keys to the gates

shall be provided to the local police and fire departments,
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to U.S. EPA and OEPA, and to any other agencies or

individuals identified by U.S. EPA. Signs shall be

installed on the fence, indicating the presence of a

Superfund chemical waste Site. The signs shall state:

"Danger, Keep Out, United State Environmental Protection

Agency Superfund Site." The Respondents, or one or more of

their representatives, shall inspect the fence at least

twice a month, and repair it if necessary. Respondent Elsa

Skinner Morgan, the owner of the Site, shall keep the fence

locked to the maximum extent practicable.

b) All users of groundwater in the area delineated in

Attachment 4 shall be offered an alternative supply of

water. The alternative water supply shall be provided by

connecting the user's home or business to the existing

public water supply. Respondents shall perform this work in

accordance with local codes, and shall pay any required

hook-up fees. Respondents will not be responsible for the

payment of any future water bills for these users.

c) Groundwater at the downgradient Site boundary shall be

monitored for organic and inorganic contaminants on a

quarterly basis, for as long as this requirement is not

superseded by a subsequent Order or Decree. U.S. EPA may

determine that this requires the installation of several

groundwater monitoring wells.

7. On or before the effective date of this Order, the

Respondents shall designate a Project Coordinator. To the
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greatest extent possible, the Project Coordinator shall be

present on Site or readily available during the course of work

on-Site. The U.S. EPA has designated Jim Van der Kloot of the

Remedial and Enforcement Response Branch, Ohio/Minnesota Section

II, as its Remedial Project Manager. The Remedial Project

Manager and the Project Coordinator shall be responsible for

overseeing the implementation of this Order. To the maximum

extent possible, communication between the Respondents and the

U.S. EPA, and all documents, reports and approvals, and all other

correspondence concerning the activities relevant to this Order,

shall be directed through the Remedial Project Manager and the

Project Coordinator, and to OEPA.

8. The U.S. EPA and the Respondents shall each have the

right to change their respective designated Remedial Project

Manager or Project Coordinator. U.S. EPA shall notify the

Respondents, and Respondents shall notify U.S. EPA, as early as

possible before such a change is made, but in no case less than

24 hours before such a change. Notification may initially be

verbal, but shall be followed by prompt written notice.

9. The U.S. EPA Remedial Project Manager shall have the

authority vested in a Remedial Project Manager by the National

Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300, as amended, including the

authority to halt, conduct, or direct any work required by this

Order, or to direct any other response action undertaken by

U.S. EPA or the Respondents at the facility.

10. No extensions to the above time frames shall be granted
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without sufficient cause. All extensions roust be requested, in

writing, and shall not be deemed accepted unless approved by

U.S. EPA.

11. This Order and all written instructions by the U.S. EPA

Remedial Project Manager or his designated alternate that are

consistent with the NCP and this Order shall be binding upon the

Respondents.

12. Nothing contained herein shall be construed to prevent

U.S. EPA from seeking legal or equitable relief to enforce the

terms of this Order, or from taking other legal or equitable

action as it deems appropriate and necessary, or from requiring

the Respondents in the future to perform additional activities

pursuant to CERCLA or any other applicable law.

13. This Order shall be effective three (3) calendar days

following the date of issuance unless a conference is requested

as provided herein. If a conference is requested, this Order

shall be effective two (2) calendar days following the day of the

conference, unless stated otherwise by U.S. EPA.

14. Within seven (7) calendar days of the effective date of

this Order, Respondents shall provide notice, verbally or in

writing, to U.S. EPA stating their intention to comply with the

terms of this Order. Verbal notification must be followed in

writing within three (3) calendar days of the verbal

notification. Notifications under this paragraph may be made by

one Respondent on behalf of another, or by a representative of a

group of Respondents formed for the purpose of complying with
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this Order. In the event any Respondents fail to provide such

notice, those Respondents shall be deemed to have not complied

with the terms of this Order.

15. After the effective date of this Order, Respondents

shall provide a written bi-monthly progress report to the

Remedial Project Manager and to OEPA regarding the actions taken

pursuant to this Order. At a minimum, these progress reports

shall describe the actions that have been taken to comply with

this Order, including all results of sampling and tests received

or prepared by the Respondents, and shall describe all

significant work items, if any, planned for the next month.

16. The Respondents shall submit a final report summarizing

the actions taken to comply with this Order. The report shall

contain, at a minimum: identification of the facility;

description of the actions performed; a listing of the resources

committed to perform the work under this Order (including

financial, personnel, mechanical and technological resources);

identification of all significant items that affected the actions

performed under this Order and discussion of how all problems

were resolved; and an affidavit from a person who supervised or

directed the preparation of the report. The affidavit shall

certify under penalty of law that, based on personal knowledge

and appropriate inquiries of all other persons involved in

preparation of the report, the information submitted is true,

accurate and complete to the best of the affiant's knowledge and

belief. The report shall be submitted within thirty (30)
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calendar days of completion of all the work required pursuant to

this Order.

17. If the date for submission of any item or notification

required by this Order falls upon a weekend or state or federal

holiday, the time period for submission of that item or

notification is extended to the next working day following the

weekend or holiday.

18. If any provision of this Order is deemed invalid or

unenforceable, the balance of this Order shall remain in full

force and effect.

VI.

QUALITY ASSURANCE

If Respondents conduct any sampling and analysis of

materials on Site during the course of the work required by this

Order, they shall use quality assurance, quality control, and

chain of custody procedures in accordance with U.S. EPA's

"Interim Guidelines and Specifications Tor Preparing Quality

Assurance Project Plans" (QAM-005/80) and subsequent amendments.

Prior to the commencement of any sampling and analysis under this

Order, Respondents shall submit a Quality Assurance Project Plan

("QAPP") to U.S. EPA and OEPA that is consistent with the Work

Plan and applicable guidelines. U.S. EPA, after review of

Respondent's QAPP and OEPA's comments thereon, will notify the

Respondents in writing of any required modifications, conditional

approval, disapproval, or approval of the QAPP. Upon written

notification of disapproval or any need for modifications,
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Respondents shall make all required modifications to the QAPP

within ten (10) calendar days of receipt of such notification.

Failure to make all modifications required by U.S. EPA shall be

deemed a violation of this Order.

Respondents shall ensure that U. S. EPA personnel or their

authorized representatives are allowed access to any laboratory

utilized by the Respondents in implementing the Order.

Respondents shall ensure that any such laboratory will analyze

samples submitted by U. S. EPA or OEPA for quality assurance

monitoring.

VII.

FACILITY ACCESS. SAMPLING. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY

A. To the extent that the Facility or other areas where

work under this Order is to be performed is under ownership or

possession by someone other than the Respondents, Respondents

shall obtain all necessary access agreements. In the event that,

after using their best efforts, Respondents are unable to obtain

such agreements, Respondents shall immediately notify U.S. EPA,

and U.S. EPA may then, at its discretion, assist Respondents in

gaining access, to the extent of its authority and as provided by

appropriate U.S. EPA guidance.

B. Elsa Skinner Morgan and other Respondents (to the extent

it is within their control) shall provide access to the Facility

to U.S. EPA employees, contractors, agents, and consultants, as

well as to representatives of the OEPA, at all reasonable times,

and shall permit such persons to be present and move freely about
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the area in order to conduct oversight of response activities

conducted by Respondents, to conduct inspections, to take

photographs and videotapes of the Facility, to do

cleanup/stabilization work, to take samples, and to conduct other

activities that U.S. EPA determines to be necessary.

C. The Respondents shall make available to U.S. EPA and the

OEPA the results of any sampling and/or test or other data

generated by the Respondents with respect to the implementation

of this Order, and shall submit these results in monthly progress

reports as described in Section V of this Order.

VIII.

RETENTION AND AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION

A. Except for records and documents protected under the

Attorney-Client Privilege or Attorney Work-Product doctrines, the

Respondents shall make available to U.S. EPA and the OEPA and

shall retain during the pendency of this Order, and for six years

after termination of this Order, all records and documents in

their possession, custody, or control that relate to the

performance of this Order, including, but not limited to,

documents reflecting the results of any sampling, tests, or other

data or information generated or acquired by the Respondents or

on behalf of the Respondents with respect to the Facility. At

the conclusion of the six-year period following termination of

this Order, the Respondents shall provide written notice to the

U.S. EPA RPM, the U.S. EPA's Office of Regional Counsel, and the

OEPA, ninety (90) calendar days prior to the destruction of such
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documents, and, upon request by U.S. EPA or the OEPA, the

Respondents shall relinquish custody of the documents to U.S. EPA

or the OEPA.

B. The Respondents may assert business confidentiality

claims covering part or all of the information provided in

connection with this Order in accordance with Section

104(e)(7)(F) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9604(e)(7)(F), and pursuant

to 40 CFR 2.203(b) and applicable State law.

C. Information determined to be confidential by U.S. EPA

will be afforded the protection specified in 40 CFR Part 2,

Subpart B and, if determined to be entitled to confidential

treatment under State law by OEPA, afforded protection under

State law by the OEPA. If no such claim accompanies the

information when it is submitted to the U.S. EPA and the OEPA,

the public may be given access to such information without

further notice to the Respondents.

D. Information acquired or generated by the Respondents in

performance of the Work that is subject to the provisions of

Section 104(e)(7)(F) of CERCLA, shall not be claimed as

confidential by the Respondents.

IX.

PENALTIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE

The Respondents are advised, pursuant to Section 106(b) of

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9606(b), that any person who without

sufficient cause willfully violates, or fails to comply with this

order, or any portion thereof, may subject the Respondents to a
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civil penalty of no more than $25,000 per day for each day in

which such violation occurs, or such failure to comply continues.

Failure to comply with this Order, or any portion thereof,

without sufficient cause may also subject the Respondents to

liability for punitive damages in an amount at least equal to but

not more than three times the amount of any costs incurred by the

U.S. EPA as a result of the Respondent's failure to take proper

action, pursuant to Section 107(c)(3) of CERCLA,

42 U.S.C. § 9607(c)(3).

X.

OTHER CLAIMS

U.S. EPA and the OEPA are not to be construed as parties to,

and do not assume any liability for, any contract entered into by

the Respondents in carrying out activities pursuant to this

Order. The proper completion of the Work under this Order is

solely the responsibility of the Respondents.

XI.

NOTICES

Whenever, under the terms of this Order, notice is required

to be given, or a report or other document is required to be

forwarded by one party to another, such correspondence shall be

directed to the following individuals at the addresses specified

below:
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a. As to U.S. EPA:

John Breslin Jim Van der Kloot
Office of Regional Counsel Remedial Project Manager
U.S. EPA, CS-3T U.S. EPA, HSRM-6J
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, Illinois 60604 Chicago, Illinois 60604

and

b. As to OEPA:

Ratherine Stroup Kathy Fox
Ohio EPA Ohio EPA
1800 WaterMark Drive Southwest District Office
P.O. Box 1049 40 S. Main St.
Columbus, Ohio 43266-1049 Dayton, Ohio 45402-2086

XII.

CONSISTENCY WITH NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN

The U.S. EPA has determined that the Work, if properly

performed as set forth in Section V hereof, is consistent with

the provisions of the NCP pursuant to Section 105 of CERCLA,

42 U.S.C. S 9605.

XIII.

REIMBURSEMENT OF RESPONSE COSTS

Respondents shall reimburse U.S. EPA, upon written demand,

for all response costs incurred by the United States in

oversetting Respondents' implementation of the requirements of

this Order or in performing any response action that Respondents

fail to perform in compliance with this Order. U.S. EPA may

submit to Respondents on a periodic basis an accounting of all

response costs incurred by the United States with respect to this

Order. U.S. EPA's Agency Financial Management System summary

data (Itemized Cost Summary), or such other summary as certified
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by U.S. EPA, shall serve as the basis for payment demands.

Respondents shall, within forty-five (45) days of receipt of

each U.S. EPA payment demand, remit a certified or cashier's

check for the amount of those costs. Interest shall accrue from

the date that payment of a specified amount is demanded in

writing. The interest rate is the rate established by the

Department of the Treasury pursuant to 31 U.S.C. § 3717 and

4 CFR 102.13.

Checks shall be made payable to the Hazardous Substances

Superfund and shall include the name of the Site, the Site

identification number, the account number and the title of this

Order. Checks shall be forwarded to: U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency, Superfund Accounting, P.O. Box 70753, Chicago,

Illinois 60673.

Respondents shall send copies of each transmittal letter and

check to the U.S. EPA's Remedial Project Manager.

XIV.

RESERVATION OF RIGHTS

A. Nothing contained herein shall be construed to prevent

U.S. EPA from seeking legal or equitable relief to enforce the

terms of this Order, or from taking the legal or equitable action

it deems appropriate and necessary, or from requiring the

Respondents in the future to perform additional activities

pursuant to CERCLA, or any other applicable law.

B. Except to the extent such response costs have been
reimbursed under this Order, U.S. EPA reserves its right to bring
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an action against Respondents pursuant to Section 107 of CERCLA,

42 U.S.C. S 9607, for recovery of response costs incurred by U.S.
EPA in connection with the Skinner Landfill Facility.

C. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Order,

U.S. EPA reserves the right to complete any response action

required herein and seek either reimbursement from Respondents

for its costs or other relief, upon a determination by U.S. EPA

that Respondents are in violation of this Order or that such

action is necessary to protect public health, welfare or the

environment.

XV.

MODIFICATION

This Order may be modified in writing by agreement between

U.S. EPA and Respondents. This is not intended for the benefit

of any third-party and may not be enforced by any third party.

XVI.

CERTIFICATION OF COMPLETION

When the Respondents determine that they have completed the

implementation of the interim remedial action pursuant to the

approved Work Plan, they shall submit to U.S. EPA and the OEPA a

Notification of Completion within seven (7) calendar days of such

completion. Upon receipt of such Notification, U.S. EPA and the

OEPA shall schedule a final inspection to verify completion.

U.S. EPA shall issue a Certification of Completion upon its

determination that the Respondents have satisfactorily completed

all construction activities required pursuant to the approved
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Work Plan. After the U.S. EPA issues the Certification of

Completion, Respondents shall continue to monitor the groundwater

monitoring wells on a quarterly basis for as long as this

requirement is not superseded by a subsequent Order or Decree.

XVII.

ACCESS TO ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

The Administrative Record supporting the above Findings of

Fact and Determinations is available for review and photocopy on

weekdays between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., at the

U.S. EPA, Region V, 77 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois

60604-3590. Please contact John Breslin, Assistant Regional

Counsel, at 312/886-7165, for review of the Administrative Record

at this location. The Administrative Record is also available

for review at the Union Township Library, 7900 Cox Road, West

Chester, Ohio.

XVIII.

NOTICE OF LIABILITY

Respondents are hereby notified that U. S. EPA will take any

action pursuant to Section 106(a) of CERCLA that may be necessary

in the opinion of U.S. EPA for the protection of public health or

welfare or the environment, and Respondents may be liable under

Section 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9607(a), for the costs of

these government actions.
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IT IS SO ORDERED:

BY: DATE:
E. Muno

Acting Director, Waste Management Division
U.S. EPA, Region V
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IRM Site Health and Safety Plan
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DUNN CORPORATION FIELD HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN
SITE: Skinner Landfill Site
PROJECT NUMBER: 03215-02691
DATE(S) PREPARED: FEBRUARY 25,1993

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Field Health and Safety Plan (FHSP) specifies the minimum precautions and protective
measures that Dunn Corporation (DUNN) employees and associates (hereinafter
"employees")/ subcontractors/ and visitors to the site during the completion and the specific
IRM activities, must take to minimize the risk to their health and safety and the environment
while performing the scope of work defined in Section 3.0. Each employee, subcontractor or
visitor entering the site must become familiar with this FHSP and abide by its requirements.
This FHSP incorporates by reference all applicable requirements of OSHA in 29 CFR Parts
1910 and 1926. The site owner or operator may impose additional requirements.

This FHSP can and will be modified as necessary by Dunn Corporation's Project (or Task)
Manager, Project Advisor, Corporate Health and Safety Officer (CHSO), Regional Health
and Safety Officer (RHSO), or Site Health and Safety Officer (SHSO) in response to either
newly-available information or a request to work in a location or perform a service not
previously identified herein.
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2.0 APPLICABILITY

This FHSP applies to work performed by employees of Dunn or by any subcontractor
retained by and working under the direct supervision of a Dunn employee which has been
authorized in writing to rely on this FHSP (hereinafter "subcontractor"). It also applies to
any visitors on the site during the performance of the IRM activities. Visitors that do not
comply with the Health and Safety Plan will be asked to leave the site immediately. It is not
to be construed as applying to, or providing advice or protection to, any person other than
an employee of Dunn Corporation, its subcontractors), and those visitors that are on site
while a representative of DUNN is on site, and who comply with this plan and subsequent
instructions.

Any Dunn employee may stop work by a subcontractor who is observed to not be
complying with an applicable health or safety requirement.

Other parties at or near the site, if any, are independently responsible for their own health
and safety and for complying with all applicable protective requirements including, if
necessary, developing and implementing their own FHSP.
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3.0 SCOPE OF WORK

Specific tasks covered by this FHSP include, but are not limited to tasks specified in the
Skinner Landfill Interim Remedial Measures Work Plan and summarized below:

• Off-site connection of houses to public water main.

• Surveying of fence alignment.

• Installation of a fence around the site perimeter.

• Groundwater sampling.

• Installation of groundwater monitoring wells.

• Decontamination of employees and/or equipment, if necessary.
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4.0 DESIGNATION OF RESPONSIBILITIES

4.1 Key Positions

Project Coordinator Larry I. Bone, PH.D.
Office Phone: (517)636-2856

Project Manager. William J. Hall
Office Phone: (518) 458-1313 ext. 212

CHSO: Joseph R. Brown, CIH
Office Phone: (518) 458-1313 ext. 286

RHSO: Robert Rafferty
Office Phone: (518) 458-1313 ext. 374

SHSO: On-site DUNN employee or designee in charge.

A phone will be available on site for emergency use during the fence installation and
groundwater monitoring activities.

4.2 Responsibilities

Although responsibility for implementing this FHSP is shared by the Project Manager, the
CHSO, the RHSO, the SHSO, and the Regional Managing Officer, the primary responsibility
for health and safety lies with the individual employee. Each must be familiar with and
conform to the safety protocols prescribed in this FHSP, and communicate any relevant
experience or observations to provide valuable input to improving overall safety.

The Project Manager recommends policy on all health and safety matters, and must (in
conjunction with the Regional Managing Officer) provide the necessary resources to allow
the work to be conducted in accordance with this FHSP.

The CHSO and RHSO develop health and safety polides and procedures, implement
medical surveillance and training programs, provide guidance to the SHSO, and make the
final decisions on all health and safety polides, protocols, and protective measures.

The SHSO is responsible for

• Conducting an introductory site health and safety meeting with each
employee, subcontractor or visitor on the site during the performance of the
IRM activities. Also conducting daily briefings and topical briefings, as
appropriate, to ensure health and safety issues are properly addressed.

DUNN CORPORATION PAGE 4
HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN M321S-02M1



• Assuring that a complete copy of this FHSP is at the site, that all employees
have access to and are familiar with it, and that field activities of employees
and subcontractors are conducted in a manner consistent with it.

• Assuring that all necessary employee, subcontractor and visitors' records and
certifications are available at the site demonstrating compliance with 29 CFR
1910.120.

• Conducting training/rehearsal sessions for employees, as appropriate, before
work starts and whenever conditions change (including on site control,
emergency alarm/notification, evacuation, and emergency response
procedures).

• Ensuring that employees, subcontractors and visitors have, use, and properly
maintain specified personal protective, monitoring, decontamination, and
other health or safety equipment.

• Maintaining a high level of safety awareness among employees,
subcontractors and visitors and communicating pertinent matters to them
promptly.

• Informing subcontractors and visitors of potential health or safety hazards
that have been identified and of site emergency response procedures.

• Assuring that specified monitoring for dangerous substances and/or
conditions is conducted.

• Assuring proper decontamination of employees, subcontractors, visitors and
equipment.

• Identifying, assessing the capabilities of, and making advance arrangements
(as necessary) with off-site emergency response/assistance organizations.

• Initiating immediate response actions in the event of an emergency or unsafe
condition, and coordinating those actions with employees, subcontractors,
other contractors, the owner/operator, involved agencies, and medical
facilities.

• Notifying the Project Manager and CHSO or RHSO promptly of any
emergency or any serious unsafe act or condition or exception to the
requirements in this FHSP.

• Recommending improved health and safety measures to the RHSO and
CHSO.
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The SHSO has the authority to:

• Direct employees or subcontractors to alter work practices that are deemed
not sufficiently protective of human health or the environment.

• Suspend field activities of employees or subcontractors, or take other
measures to reduce potential exposures if the environment or the health or
safety of any person appears to be endangered.

• Suspend an employee or subcontractor from field activities for infraction of
the requirements in this FHSP.

However, the presence of the SHSO shall in no way relieve any person or organization of its
obligation to comply with all applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations.
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5.0 SITE-SPECIFIC HEALTH AND SAFETY CONCERNS

5.1 Site History

This site is a closed landfill which reportedly received industrial, commercial, and
household wastes. The site began landfill operations in 1934 and accepted wastes through
1990. The most contaminated media of the site are the soils of the buried waste lagoon,
which is located within the landfill near the southeastern edge of the site. Low levels of
contamination were found in the site-wide soils, ground water and in the sediments in Mill
Creek, Skinner Creek and the Duck and Diving Ponds.

Results of the RI indicate that migration of contaminants has been limited due to the
hydrogeology of the site and the fact that the contaminants are largely immobile, bind
tightly to the clay-like soils and have low solubilities in water. The most contaminated
portion of the site, the buried waste lagoon, is beneath 40 feet of demolition debris.

Ambient air contamination has not been determined to be a specific problem on the Skinner
site. Sampling has indicated that concentrations of volatile chemicals in surface soils and
water do not represent a significant source of concern for air. Additionally, the depth of
contaminated soils in the waste lagoon limits emissions of chemical to air.

5.2 Potential Health and Safety Hazards

Work will usually occur in areas characterized (at least briefly) for health and safety risks or
in which potential exposures have been predicted with reasonable accuracy. Possible health
and safety hazards are discussed below. The primary hazards are due to the planned
activities, not unexpected exposure to substances, dangerous conditions, or acts of third
parties. Use of the protective equipment and procedures specified in Sections 6.0 and 8.0
will minimize the risks.

Field activities to be performed during the project are not expected to result in exposure to
an airborne concentration of a substance above its OSHA Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL),
with the possible exception of during intrusive activities. Work will be discontinued if field
measurements or observations indicate that there is potential exposure to a hazard that was
not anticipated, that is not adequately characterized and controlled, or that an exposure may
exceed the protection afforded by the requirements of the activity-specific health and safety
procedures and/or equipment. This SHSO will then upgrade levels with PPE or utilize
other precautionary measures as appropriate.

Based upon the information in DUNN's possession, those hazardous substances which are
known or suspected to be present at the site or in various media are shown on Table 1A and
IB. Published exposure limits for those substances are shown in Table 2. The activity-
specific health and safety procedures presented in Appendix B may refer to one or more of
these tables.
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Hazards posed by exposures to excessive cold and heat stress will be minimized by
incorporation of the Threshold Limit Values (TLVs) for physical agents promulgated by the
American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH).

Potential safety hazards include those inherent with the operation of equipment used in
construction, especially that used for excavating. In addition, electrical safety is a concern in
and near buildings and near energized wires (both above and below ground) and
equipment. Fire safety is also a concern around equipment and at and in buildings.

The SHSO should contact DUNN's Albany Region Office periodically to discuss health and
safety issues, if any, with the project manager, RHSO or CHSO. Telephone numbers of the
nearest emergency care facility, ambulance service, and local fire and police departments,
and the route to the emergency care facility, should be made readily available to employees,
in writing, before they enter a site. Figure 2 is a map showing the route to the nearest
hospital. Emergency telephone numbers are provided in Table 5.

During initial site characterization, potential hazards arising from unstable topography,
water bodies, building conditions, construction debris, plants, insects or animals should be
identified and recorded, and measures taken to avoid them.

Work in remote locations warrants careful consideration of protective clothing and first aid
supplies for insect or animal bites/stings, etc. Proper supplies and use of the "buddy
system" are especially important for employees who have known allergies. Employees
requiring immediate access to special first aid supplies (e.g., prescription drugs for allergies)
must so inform the SHSO and must obtain and arrange for the availability and
administration of these medications as prescribed by their physician.

Employees are expected to adhere to the site owner/operator's health and safety rules, if
any such rules exist, in addition to those in this FHSP. If there are inconsistencies between
the owner/operator's rules and this FHSP, the Project Manager or RHSO should be
contacted for assistance in resolving them. Whenever possible, all such rules should be
reviewed prior to site access, to identify and resolve any such conflicts.

Eating, drinking, smoking, and the carrying of food or tobacco products are prohibited in a
Level B or C work area or an associated decontamination area. All personnel must follow
proper decontamination procedures (see Appendix) after any field activity conducted in a
contaminated or potentially contaminated area and before eating, drinking or smoking.

53 Interim Remedial Measure Action Activities

5.3.1 Public Water Supply Installation

Users of groundwater in the vicinity of the site, as determined by USEPA, will be connected
to the existing public water supply. This work will be performed off-site, with no portion of
the work being done on-site. Since the work is being performed off-site, no hazardous
substances are expected to be encountered.
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53.2 Fence Line Surveying and Installation

5.3.2.1 Surveying of Fence Alignment

Surveying will be performed to locate and flag the alignment of the proposed fence. Based
on our knowledge of the site, it is not anticipated that during the performance of this task
that the contractor will come in contact with any significant concentration of hazardous
substances. A site health and safety officer will be required to be on site during this activity
to ensure that proper precautions are taken and proper procedures followed, in accordance
with this field Health and Safety Plan.

53.2.2 Fence Installation

There will be a pre-bid walkover, which will be performed in accordance with the Field
Health and Safety Plan. Approximately 5,000 feet of fence will be installed along the
perimeter of the landfill cover area as shown on Figure 1 of the Scope of Work document.
Since the entire fence is planned to be installed outside the perimeter of waste, it is not
anticipated that contractor or oversight personnel will come in contact with any significant
concentrations of hazardous substances. The substances which may be encountered are
those which have been detected in the site-wide soils. These substances and their
concentrations detected are presented in Table 1A. Table 2 lists published exposure limits
for those substances. Action levels associated with worker exposure during this activity are
shown in Table 3.

53.4 Groundwater Sampling

Existing monitoring wells at the site, as well as two new wells, will be sampled for the full
TCL and TAL lists of parameters. The hazardous substances which have previously been
detected in the groundwater and their concentrations detected are presented in Table IB.
Table 2 lists published exposure limits for those substances. Action levels associated with
worker exposure during this activity are shown on Table 3.

53.5 Groundwater Monitoring Well Installation

Two additional wells will be installed near the downgradient property boundary. This area
is removed from the area where contaminants have been detected. It is not anticipated that
workers will come in contact with any significant concentration of hazardous substances.
The hazardous substances, which have been previously detected in the groundwater and
their concentrations, are presented in Table IB. Table 2 lists published exposure limits for
these substances. Action levels associated with worker exposure during this activity are
shown on Table 3.
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6.0 PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT AND PROCEDURES

6.1 Protective Equipment

DUNN will provide Personnel Protective Equipment (PPE) for its employees and have PPE
available for a limited number of visitors while DUNN is on site. Subcontractors to DUNN
will be responsible to provide their own PPE.

Table 3 lists the activities to be conducted, along with the identified chemicals of concern,
specific protection levels, Personal Protective Equipment materials of construction
associated with each, and action levels associated with PPE upgrade requirements and work
practice control measures. Table 4 indicates the PPE that constitutes protection at Levels B,
C, and D.

All respiratory protection must be NIOSH-approved. Level B consists of an SCBA or an
airline-supplied mask, plus a 5-minute escape bottle. Level C consists of a full-face or half-
face air purifying respirator, which may use a cannister or cartridges and may be powered
or negative-pressure/demand. Unless the SHSO directs otherwise, when respirators are
used, cartridges should be changed after 8 hours of use or at the end of each shift and
cannisters should be changed after 40 hours of use or at the end of each week. Either type
should be changed immediately if any indication of breakthrough or excess resistance to
breathing is detected.

A first aid kit and vehicle will be kept in close proximity to the site. A fire extinguisher
rated 20A-B-C (or higher) will be kept in, or at the perimeter of, each work area where
intrusive activity occurs unless the SHSO determines that the potential for fire is low.

6.2 Protective Procedures

Reusable PPE must be properly decontaminated and inspected after each use, then stored in
a clean, dry location. Applicable procedures apply when donning PPE at Level B or C
include:

• Confirm that all required PPE is available, the proper type, and in good
condition.

• Don protective coveralls and gather top half around waist.

• Don outer boots and seal at boot/suit junction.

• Don inner gloves.

• Don top half of protective coveralls and seal.

• Don respiratory protection, perform positive and negative pressure fit check,
and seal to protective coveralls.

DUNN CORPORATION PAGE 10
HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN M321S-02W1



• Don outer gloves and seal to protective coveralls.

• Check all closures and (Level B only) air supply.

6.3 Environmental Monitoring

Monitoring will be conducted by the Health and Safety Officer during the fence installation,
groundwater sampling activity, and the groundwater monitoring well Installation. The
results will be evaluated to determine the appropriate level of PPE necessary for each task
employed.

Type of Monitoring

(X) Organic Vapors
(HNU or Photovac PED, or OVA)

() Oxygen Content
(Alarm setting: 19.5% minimum)

() Lower Explosive Limit
(Alarm setting/limit: 10% maximum)

() Hydrogen Sulfide
(Alarm setting: 10 ppm maximum)

() Noise (dBA scale)

(X) Particulates
(Limit: PEL = 10 mg/m3)

() Radioactivity

(X) Draeger Tube - Type: Vinyl Chloride
Methylene Chloride
Chloroform
Carbon Tetrachloride
Benzene

() Other

Frequency/Location

l/B&A

l/B&A

3/B

1 = Continuous; 2 = <15 min. interval; 3 = Initial entry and as needed;
4 = PID reading >1 ppm;

(Int) 3 Monitoring required only during intrusive activities;
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A = General area; B = Breathing zone; P = Work area perimeter; S = Source

6.4 Personnel and Equipment Decontamination

The work is expected to be performed in Level D protection. As such, no decontamination
is required. In the event that site conditions require a change in protection to Level C,
decontamination procedures included in the appendix will be followed.

6.5 Medical Surveillance and Training Requirements

Each employee and subcontractor entering a site regulated by OSHA in 29 CFR 1910.120
must be in compliance with the requirements therein for medical surveillance and for
training as they apply to that site and the duties /tasks to be performed, and also have
received instruction in the proper use, care, and storage of respiratory protective equipment,
and passed a fit test, within the past year. Documentation of compliance must be provided.

Each employee will be informed of the following before entering a site regulated under 29
CFR 1910-120 for the first time, and thereafter each time a significant change occurs:

• The existence of this FHSP and its requirements.

• Potential hazards which may be encountered, including those attributable to
the substances listed in Table 1.

• The use, testing, care, and limitations of the PPE to be worn.

• The demarcation system that will be used to identify restricted-access areas.

• Decontamination procedures for employees, PPE, and equipment and
supplies.

• Emergency alarm, evacuation, and response procedures.

• Methods to obtain outside assistance.
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7.0 EMERGENCY PROCEDURES

The SHSO is responsible for ensuring that appropriate procedures are followed and the
Project Manager, Project Advisor, CHSO, or RHSO is notified if an emergency occurs which
involves an employee or subcontractor. If deemed necessary by the RHSO, a daily sign-
in/sign-out sheet may be used to account for employees and/or subcontractor personnel.

Notification and Initial Response

The SHSO is to be notified of any on-site emergency. Upon the occurrence of an emergency,
including an unplanned chemical release, fire or explosion, within or adjacent to the site, all
employees will be alerted and the danger area evacuated immediately. Re-entry will be
limited to that necessary to assist injured or ill employees, and only after appropriate PPE
has been donned. If a fire (beyond the incipient stage) or explosion occurs anywhere on-site,
a local fire department will be alerted.

One or more of the alarm system(s) identified below will be utilized to alert employees to
evacuate a danger area:

() Air Horn

(X) Direct Verbal Communication (10 employees or less)

() Radio or Cordless Telephone (Remote locations)

() Other:

Standard hand signals will also be used as necessary:

Hand gripping throat

Grip partner's wrist

Hands on top of head

Thumbs up

Thumbs down

Can't breathe/Out of air

Leave area immediately - No debate!

Need assistance

Yes/Okay

No/A problem

Upon activation of an alarm, employees in or near the danger area who are not involved in
the initial response activities will proceed to the designated assembly area. That area will be
determined by the SHSO and updated as necessary depending upon work conditions, the
weather, air monitoring results, etc. Employees will remain there until their presence has
been noted.
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Equipment Failure

If a failure or alteration of PPE occurs that reduces the protection factor (e.g., torn garment
or odor inside respirator), the employee (and buddy, if any) will immediately leave the
work area and not re-enter until the cause is known and the item has been repaired or
replaced. If any other equipment fails to operate properly, the SHSO will be notified and
will then determine the effect of that failure on operations. If the failure adversely affects
the safety of any employee (e.g., failure of monitoring equipment) or prevents completion of
the planned tasks, all employees so affected will leave the work area until appropriate
corrective actions have been taken.

Employee Illness or Injury

If an employee is injured or ill, employees will initiate or obtain appropriate first aid and, if
required, make contact with a physician or medical facility and/or summon an ambulance.
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TABLE1A
Summary of Chemicals Detected in the Site-Wide Soils

(units in mg/Kg)

Compound Name
Antimony
Cadmium
Chromium
Copper
Lead
Silver
Zinc

Methylene Chlonde
Acetone
2-Buonone
Benzene
Tetrachtoroetnene
Toluene
Chlorabenxene
Ethylbenzene

jCylene (total)
4-Methylphenol
N&phtnaJene
2-Methylnaphthalene
Diethylphthalate

Anthracene
Di-n-ButylphthaLue
Fluonnthene
Pyieiie
Butyibenzylphthataie
Benzo(a)Amhracene
Chrysene
bistt-EthythexyOPhthalate
Di-n-Octyl Phthalate
Benzo(b)Fluonuuhene
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene
Benzo(a)Pyrene
IndemX 1.2,3 -cd)Pyi«ne
Benzot g,h.i)Peryiene
M'-DDE
Endhn
4,4I-DDD
4.4-.DDT
Aroc tor- 1254
Heuchlorobenzene
Hexachlorobutadiene

» of Detections
9/46
7/46

44/46
34/46
46/46
9 /46

45 /46
3 /46

W / 4 7
9 /47
2/47
4 /47
6/47

16/47
1/47
4 /47

10/47
2 /45
1 MS
1/45
1/45

11 MS
3/45
8/45

15/45
15/45
4/45

11 MS
15/45
16/45
2/45
8/45
5/45
6/45
5 MS
5 / 4 5
1 /29
2/29
2/29
2/29
7 /29
6/71
2 /71

Percentage
af Detections

19.6%
152%
93.7%
73.9%
100.%
19.6%
97.8%
6.5%
2U%
19.1%
4.3%
8.5%
118%
34.%
2.1%
8.3%
21.3%
4.4%
22%
22%
22%

24.4%
6.7%
17.8%
33.3%
33.3%
8.9%
24.4%
33.3%
35.6%
4.4%
17.8%
11.1%
13J%
11.1%
11.1%
3.4%
6.9%
6.9%
6.9%
24.1%
8.5%
18%

Range of Detected
Concentration*

4.9 - 14.9
0.54- 11
6.7 -97
12-574

3.7 - 1030
OJ4 -4J
36.2 - 10200
0.84 - 1.8

0.0014 - 7.9
0.0089 -34
0.031 - 0.04S

0.00049 - 0.0022
OD021 - 2.7
0.001 • OJ6
0.002 - 0.002
0.001 - 0.002
0.001 - 0.016
0.11 -0.14
0.22 - 0.22

0.064 - 0.064
0.078 - 0.078
0.085 • 4.2
0.092 - 0.34
0.055 - 0.49
0.12 - 7.9
0.13 - 8.5
0.43 • 7

0.069 - 4.34
0.06 - 5_56

0.045 • 12
0.07 - 0.96
0.22 - 6.17
0.05 - 0.76

0.062 - 5.6
0.29 - 1.5
OJl - 1.7

0.044 - 0.044
0.61 - 0.65
0.01 -0.1 1

0.013 - 0.097
0.14 - 980

0.073 - 23
0.0017 • 0.0041
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TABLE lA(Cont'd)
Summary of Chemicals Detected in the Site-Wide Soils

(units in mg/Kg)

Percentage Range of Detected
Compound Name 0 of Detections of Detections Concentrations
Heptachloronofborene 3/26 UJ% 0.0011-0.0027
Total KEPT A CDD 2 / 8 23.% 0.000001 - 0.000205
Total OCTA CDD 1 / 8 12J% OD00192 • 0.000192
2J.7 J-TCDF 1 / 8 12-3% 0X100008 • 0.000008
Total TETRA CDF 1 / 8 12J% 0.000008 - 0.000008

- - - Not Detected

This table was adapted from Table 2-3 in the Baseline Risk Assessment, June, 1991, EPA
work Assignment No. 04-5L73.
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TABLE IB
Summary of Chemicals Detected in the Groundwater

(units in Mg/L)

Percentale Range of Detected
i_Lniitmunq name

Aluminum
Arsenic
Barium
Cadmium
Chromium
Cobalt
Copper
Lead
Manganese
Nickel
Vanadium
Zinc
Cyanide

~V&iyf Chloride
Chloroethane
Methylene Chloride
Acetone
1.1 -Die htoroe thane
1 2-Dichloroeihene
Chloroform
1 .2-Dichloroe thane
2-Batanone
1.1.1-Trichloroe thane
Carbon Tenchloride
1 2-Dichloropropane
Trichloroetnene
1 . 1 2-Trichloroethane
Benzene
Tetrachloroethene
1.122-Tetrachloroethane
Toluene
Chlofobenzene
Ethylbenzene
Xylene (total)

~PfienoT
bis(2-Chloroethyl)Einer
1.4-Dkhlorobenzene
Benzyl Alcohol
12-Dichlorobenzene
2-Methylphenoi
4-Methyiphenoi
Naphthalene
2-Methylnaphthalene
Pentadilorophenol

DUNN CORPORATION
HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN

w 01 jjciccQom

30/94
23 /89
83 /94

6 / 4 2
27/94
17 /86
52/94
23 /89
85/94
26 /89
23 /83
52/94

2 /89
4/69
5 /69
7 /94

13/89
4 /69
8 /89
4 /74
7/53
3/89
3 /89
2 / 8 0
3 /33
2 / 3 3
1 /33

17/89
5 /89
1/33
9 /94
6/89
6/89
3/89
6/88
9/83
6 /83
1 /53
1 /33
1 /53
2 /88

11/83
1 /63
6 / 6 3

1

QI uetecaniU
31.9%
28.1%
88.3%
14.3%
28.7%
19.8%
55.3%
25.8%
90.4%
292%
30.1%
55.3%
22%

72%
7.4%
14.6%
5.8%
9.%
5.4%
132%
3.4%
3.4%
13%
9.1%
6.1%
3.%

19.1%
5.6%
3.%

9.6%
6.7%
6.7%
3.4%
6.8%
10.8%
7.2%
1.9%
3.%
1.9%
2J%
13.3%
1.6%
9.3%

0.017 - 55.6
0.002 • 0.0612
0.003 - 5.95

0.00053 • 0.064
0.004 . 0.137
0.003 - 0.31
0.002 - 0.163

0.00282 • 0_54
0.0104 . 18
0.009 -0.41

0.0021 • 0.135
0.001 - I J3
0.011 - 0.0233
0.004 - 0.048
0.017 - 0.052
0.003 • 0.014
0.002 • 5.9
0.001 - 0.082
0.005 - 4 J
0.001 • 0.083
0.005 • 0.18
0.006 • 0.036

0.0026 - 0.012
0.003 • 0.0067
0.021 - 0.37
0.002 • 0.071
0.055 - 0.055
0.001 • 20
0.001 - 0.02
0.006 - 0.006

0.0013 - 3.1
0.001 - 0.027
0.005 - 0.08
0.034 - 0.18
0.002 - 0.67
0.001 • 024

0.0035 -0.011
0.001 • 0.001
0.006 • 0.006

0.45 • 0.45
0.14 . 0.35

0.00073 • 0.064
0.003 . 0.003
0.015 - 0.26
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TABLE IB (Confd)
Summary of Chemicals Detected in the Groundwater

(units in Mg/L)

Percentage Range of Detected
Compound Name 0 of Detections of Detections Concentrations
Di-n-Butyiphthalue 7 / 83 8.4% 0.00061 - 0.003
bi*2-Eihylhexyl)P!tttalMe 7 / 83 8.4% 0.001 - 0.012
Akkin 1 / 54 1.9% 0.0002 - 0.0002
Dieldrin 1 / 62 1-5% 01X1013 • 0.00013
4.4--DDT 2 / 2 9 3.4% 0.00006 - 0.00009
Aioctor-1224 2 / 29 3.4% 0.0002 - 0.0002
Hexichiarobenzene 10/116 8.6% 0.00002-0.00024
Hexachlarobuadiene 3 /104 2.9% 0.000012 • 0.000087
HepachJoronoctoORne 3 / 2 2 2.8% 0.000022-0.00011

• - • Not Detected

This table was adapted from Table 2-4 in the Baseline Risk Assessment, June, 1991, EPA
Work Assignment No. 04-5L73.
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Table 2A
Published Airborne Exposure Limits For

Hazardous Substances Known To Be Present
in Site-Wide Soils

Substance

Organics
acetone
anthracene**
benzene
benzo(a)anthracene
benzo(b)fluoranthene
benzo(k)fluoranthene
benzo(a)pyrene***
benzo(g,h,i)perylene
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate*
butylbenzylphthalate
2-butanone

(methyl ethyl ketone)
chlorobenzene
chlorodiphenyls (PCBs)*

(aroclor-1254)
chloroform
chrysene***
4,4'-DDE
4,4'-DDD
4,4'-DDT*
diethyl phthalate*
di-n-butylphthalate*
di-n-octyl phthalate
endrin*
ethylbenzene
fluoranthene
heptachloronorborene*
Total HEPTA CDD
hexachlorobenzene
hexachlorobutadiene
indenod ,2,3-cd)pyrene***
methylene chloride
2-methylnaphthalene***
4-methylphenol (cresol)
naphthalene
Total OCTA CDD
phenanthrene
pyrene***
tetrachloroethene

(perchloroethylene)
toluene
Total TETRACDF
23,7,8-TCDF
xylene (o-,m-,p-)

OSHA
PEUSTEL

750/1,000
0.2/-
1/5

0.2/-

5/10

200/300

751-
0.5/- Skin

0.2/-

l/-skin

5/10
O.I/-skin
100/125

0.5/- skin

-/- skin
0.02/-
0.2/»
500/1,000 Ceiling
0.2/-
5/- skin
10/15

0.2/-
751-

100/150

100/150

ACGIH
TLV/STEL

750/1,000
0.2/»
10/-

0.2/~

5/10

200/300

10/-
0.5/-

10/-
0.2/~

l/-skin

5/10
O.I/-skin
100/125

0.5/~ skin

0.02/-
0.2/-
50/-
0.2/-
5/-skin
10/15

0.2/-
50/200

50/-

100/150

NIOSH
IDLH

20,000
700
3000

700

3,000

2,400
5

1000
700

9,300

2,000
2,000

700

5000
700
250
500

700
500

2,000

1,000

Suspected
Carcinogen?

No
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No

Yes
Yes

No

No

OUNN CORPORATION
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Table 2A (cont'd)
Published Airborne Exposure Limits For

Hazardous Substances Known To Be Present
in Site-Wide Soils

OSHA ACGIH NIOSH Suspected
Substance PEL/STEL TLV/STEL IDLH Carcinogen?

Inorganics
antimony* 0.5/- 0.5/-- 80 No
cadmium* 0.005/0.005 0.05/- - Yes
chromium (VI)* O.I/- 0.05/- 30 Yes
copper (fume)* O.I/-- 0.2/-- - No
cyanides* 5/~ 5/~ 50 No
lead* 0.05/- 0.15/-- 700 No
selenium* 0.2/- 0.2/-- - No
silver 0.01/- O.I/-- -- No
zinc (dust)* 10/- 10/- -- No

Concentration Units: (blank) = ppm; * = mg/nr; ** = f/cc (fibers per cubic centimeter); *** as coal tar
pitch volatiles

PEL: Permissible Exposure Limit (time-weighted average for an 8-hour work shift) for an airborne
concentration of a hazardous substance as listed by OSHA in 29 CFR1910, Subpart Z.

STEL: Short Term Exposure Limit as a 15-minute time-weighted average.

TLV: Threshold Limit Value (as a time-weighted average) for an airborne concentration to which it is
believed that nearly all workers may be repeatedly exposed day after day without adverse
effect, as established by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists
(ACGIH).

IDLH: Immediately Dangerous to Life and Health maximum concentration from which one could
escape within 30 minutes without experiencing any escape - impairing or irreversible health
effects, as established by the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH).
These values have not been peer reviewed, so caution is recommended in their application.
(Note: Level C air-purifying respirators do not adequately protect an individual exposed to
these concentrations.)

CARCINOGEN: A substance identified as a suspect or confirmed human carcinogen in one or
more of the following documents: National Toxicology Program Annual Report on
Carcinogens; International Agency for Research on Cancer Monographs; OSHA regulations in
29 CFR 1910, Subpart Z.

SKIN: Notation indicates that skin exposure is of significant concern.
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Table 2B
Published Airborne Exposure Limits For

Hazardous Substances Known To Be Present
in Ground Water

Substance

Organics
acetone
aldrin
benzene
benzyl alcohol
bis(2-chloroethyl)ether
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate*
2-butanone

(methyl ethyl ketone)
carbon tetrachloride
chlorobenzene
chlorodiphenyls (PCBs)*

(aroclor-1254)
chloroethane
chloroform
4,4'-DDT*

OSHA
PEL/STEL

750/1,000
—
1/5
—
—
5/10
200/300

2/-
75/-
0.5/- Skin

1000/-
21-
l/-skin

ACGIH
TLV/STEL

750/1,000
—
10/~
—
—
5/10
200/300

5/- Skin
10/-
0.5/-

1000/--
10/-
\l-

NIOSH
IDLH

20,000
—

3000
—
—
—
3,000

300
2,400
5

20,000
1000
—

Suspected
Carcinogen?

No
_

Yes
—
—

Yes
No

Yes
No
Yes

No
Yes
Yes

(4,4'-dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane)
1 ,2-dichlorobenzene
1 ,4-dichlorobenzene
1 ,1 -dichloroethane
1 ,2-dichloroethane
1 ,2-dichloroethene
1 ,2-dic hloropropane
di-n-butylphthalate*
dieldrin*
ethylbenzene
heptachloronorborene*
hexachlorobenzene
hexachlorobutadiene
2-methylphenol (see cresol)
4-methylphenol (see cresol)
2-methylnaphthalene
methylene chloride
naphthalene
pentachlorophenol*
phenol
tetrachloroethene

(perchloroethylene)
1 ,1 ,2,2-tetrachloroethane
toluene
1,1,1-trichloroethane

(methyl chloroform)
1,1,2-trichloroethane
trichloroethene
vinyl chloride
xylene (o-,m-,p-)

OUNN CORPORATION
HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN

50 Ceiling
75/110
100/-
1/2
200/-
75/110
5/-
0.25/- skin
100/125
0.5/- skin
— /— skin
0.02/-
5/-skin
5/~skin
—
500/1,000 Ceiling
10/15
0.5/- Skin
5/-Skin
25/~

l/-skin
100/150
350/450

10/-Skin
50/200
1/5 Ceiling
100/150

25/50 Skin
75/110
100/-
10/-
200/-
75/110
5/-
0.25/~skin
100/125
0.5/~ skin
—
0.02/-
5/-skin
5/-skin
—
50/-
10/15
0.5/-Skin
5/-Skin
50/200

I/- skin
50/-
350/450

10/- Skin
50/200
5/~
100/150

1000
1000
4,000
1000
4,000
2,000
9,300
450
2,000
700
—
—
250
250
—
5000
500
150
250
500

150
2,000
1,000

500
1000
—
1,000

No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No

—
Yes
No
No
No
Yes

Yes
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
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Substance

Table 2B (cont'd)
Published Airborne Exposure Limits For

Hazardous Substances Known To Be Present
in Ground Water

OSHA
PEL/STEL

ACGIH
TLV/STEL

NIOSH
IDLH

Suspected
Carcinogen?

Inorganics
aluminum (salts)*
arsenic*
barium (soluble)*
cadmium*
chromium (VI)*
cobalt (dust)*
copper (fume)*
cyanides*
lead*
manganese*
nickel (soluble)*
vinadium*
zinc (fume)

0.01/-
0.5/-
0.005/0.005
O.l/-
0.05/-
O.l/-
5/-
0.05/-
5 Ceiling
O.l/-
0.05/-

0.2/-
0.5/-
0.05/-
0.05/-
0.05/-
0.2/«

0.15/-
1/3

o'.os/-

100
1100

30
20

50
700

70

No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No

Concentration Units: (blank) = ppm; * = mg/m-'; ** = f/cc (fibers per cubic centimeter)

PEL: Permissible Exposure Limit (time-weighted average for an 8-hour work shift) for an airborne
concentration of a hazardous substance as listed by OSHA in 29 CFR 1910, Subpart Z.

STEL: Short Term Exposure Limit as a 15-minute time-weighted average.

TLV: Threshold Limit Value (as a time-weighted average) for an airborne concentration to which it is
believed that nearly all workers may be repeatedly exposed day after day without adverse
effect, as established by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists
(ACGIH).

IDLH: Immediately Dangerous to Life and Health maximum concentration from which one could
escape within 30 minutes without experiencing any escape - impairing or irreversible health
effects, as established by the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH).
These values have not been peer reviewed, so caution is recommended in their application.
(Note: Level C air-purifying respirators do not adequately protect an individual exposed to
these concentrations.)

CARCINOGEN: A substance identified as a suspect or confirmed human carcinogen in one or
more of the following documents: National Toxicology Program Annual Report on
Carcinogens; International Agency for Research on Cancer Monographs; OSHA regulations in
29 CFR 1910, Subpart Z.

SKIN: Notation indicates that skin exposure is of significant concern.
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TABLE 3
Specific Tasks, Chemicals of Concern, and PPE Requirements

Minimum Materials of Construction

Task and
Duration

Public
Water
Supply
Install

Survey
And
Fence
Install

Groundwater
Sampling

Groundwater
Monitoring
Well Install

Chemicals
Of Concern

See Tables
1&2

See Tables
1&2

See Tables
1&2

See Tables
1&2

Minimum
PPE Level (1)

D

D

Modified
C(5)

Modified
C(5)

Cartridge
Type (2)

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Glove
Type (3)

N/A

N/A

6

6

Coverall
Materials (4)

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

(1) Regardless of the minimum PPE level specified, Level C respiratory protection is
required if steady-state breathing zone readings using an appropriate test method
exceed 5 ppm above background of total Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) or the
concentration of any substance exceeds 50% of its PEL, and Level B respiratory
protection is required if:

(a) Steady-state breathing zone readings exceed 25 ppm of total VOCs or 10 ppm
of H2S, or the concentration of any substance exceeds 500% of its PEL; or

(b) One or more hazardous substances may be present whose identity and
concentration are not known and not predictable; or

(c) Any hazardous substance expected to be present has poor warning
properties (for detection of respirator leakage or cartridge breakthrough).

(2) OV = Organic Vapor; AG = Acid Gas; P = Particulate; HEPA = High Efficiency
Particulate Air

DUNN CORPORATION
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TABLE 3 (conf d)
Specific Tasks, Chemicals of Concern, and PPE Requirements

(3) 1 = Silver Shield; 2 = Neoprene; 3 = Natural Rubber; 4 = Nitrile; 5 = PVC; 6 = Latex; 7
= Viton

(4) C = Cloth; T = Tyvek or Polyolefin; CT = Coated Tyvek; ST = Saranex Ty vek

(5) Modified Level C protection includes use of latex gloves. Use of respiratory
protection is optional, but will be required should air sampling demonstrate airborne
levels of contaminants at 50% of the PEL or greater, or readings on the PID are 5
ppm or greater above background levels. Tyvek coveralls should be used if contact
with groundwater is likely.

DUNN CORPORATION
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TABLE 4
Protective Equipment Levels

B C D

Respirator (supplied-air) Yes No No

Respirator (air-purifying) No Yes No

Coveralls Yes Yes (1)

Gloves (chemical-resistant) Yes Yes (1)

Gloves (disposable latex or vinyl) Yes (1) (1)

Overboots (chemical-resistant) Yes Yes (1)

Leather shoes/boots or safety shoes/boots Yes Yes Yes

Eye protection Yes Yes (1)

Hard hat (1) (1) (1)

High-visibility vest (2) (2) (2)

Life vest (3) (3) (3)

Other (1) (1) (1)

(1) Optional at discretion of employee and SHSO, unless required by site
owner/operator.

(2) Required within 15 feet of an active road, unless yellow or orange coveralls are
worn.

(3) Required when working over, or within 3 feet of the edge of, a body of water with a
maximum depth of 4 feet or more.
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TABLE 5
Emergency Services

Emergency Services

Fire Department

Police

Ambulance

Physician

Hospital/Clinic

Local Emergency Planning Committee

National Response Center

CHEMTREC (Chemical Emergency Advice)

Phone

(513)777-1133

(513) 777-1133

911

(518)482-0666

(513)867-7400

(513)887-3472

(800)424-8802

(800)424-9300
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8.0 APPENDICES

Appendices applicable to this FHSP are indicated below:

(X) Field Safety (Mandatory)

(X) Trench or Test Pit Digging

(X) Drilling

() Confined Space Entry

(X) Sampling

() Asbestos Sampling

(X) Decontamination Procedures

(X) Site Control

() Heat Stress

() Cold Stress

() Site Layout Map or Sketch Showing Location(s) of Planned Activities

(X) Map or Sketch Showing Preferred Route to Emergency Health Care Facility

() Instrument Maintenance and Calibration Procedures

c:\word5\8klnner\ikhsptxtdoc
February 26,1993
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6.

HELD SAFETY

The SHSO should contact the office periodically to confinn that no health- or safety-
related incident has occurred.

The telephone numbers of the nearest emergency care facility, ambulance service, and
local fire and police departments, and the route to the emergency care facility, should be
readily available in writing before employees enter a site.

During initial site characterization, potential hazards arising from unstable topography,
presence of water, building defects, construction debris, plants, insects or animals
should be identified and recorded, and measures taken to avoid them.

Work in remote locations warrants careful consideration of protective clothing and first
aid supplies for insect or animal bites/stings, etc. Proper supplies and use of the buddy
system are especially important for employees who have known allergies. Employees
requiring immediate access to special first aid supplies (e.g., prescription drugs for
allergies) must so inform the SHSO and must obtain and arrange for administration of
these medications as prescribed by their physician.

Employees are expected to adhere to the site owner/operator's health and safety rules in
addition to those in this FHSP. If there are inconsistencies between the
owner/operator's rules and this FHSP, the Project/Task Manager or RHSO should be
contacted for assistance in resolving them. Whenever possible, all requirements should
be reviewed prior to site access, to identify and resolve any such conflicts.

Eating, drinking, smoking, and the carrying of food or tobacco products are prohibitied
in a Level B or C work area or an associated decontamination area.

All personnel should wash thoroughly after any field activity and before eating,
drinking, or smoking.
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TRENCH OR TEST PIT EXCAVATION

Protection and control measures that are applicable to the excavation of trenches or test pits
include:

1. Identification of underground hazards (including power or gas lines, which are generally
less than 4 feet deep) through interviews with knowledgeable individuals, thorough
review of plans, and possibly a survey of the area with metal detection or geophysical
instruments.

2. Notification of Dig Safe (or equivalent) and/or utilities at least 24 hours in advance.
When possible, underground power lines should be de-energized (and locked out) and
pipelines secured (valves turned off and locked out, and lines purged if possible) before
work begins and while it is in progress.

3. Careful positioning of equipment with respect to: unstable soil; known or suspected
buried objects; emergency access or evacuation routes; and the eventual edges of the
excavation.

4. Observation by a watch person in communication with the equipment operator and alert
to the presence of (unknown) buried objects by observation and/or instrument surveys.

5. Proper shoring and sloping of the sides in accordance with OSHA regulations in 29 CFR
1926, with daily (more frequently during wet weather) inspections for cracks, slides or
scaling.

6. Air monitoring to trigger additional protective actions including temporary work
stoppage or the use of vapor controls or suppressants and/or personal protective
equipment. Trench or test pit digging may contain explosive vapors, concentrated toxic
gases (especially those more dense than air), and/or an oxygen-deficient atmosphere.
When approached or entered, they must be checked frequently to assure non-explosive,
non-hazardous atmospheres.

7. Protection of excavations with barricades or covers when not continuously attended.
Temporary pits/trenches should be backfilled promptly upon completion of the work.
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DRILLING

Protection and control measures that are applicable to the drilling or boring of holes and wells
include:

1. Identification of underground hazards (including power or gas lines, which are generally
less than 4 feet deep) through interviews with knowledgeable individuals, thorough
review of plans, and possibly a survey of the area with metal detection or geophysical
instruments.

2. Notification of Dig Safe (or equivalent) and/or utilities at least 24 hours in advance.
When possible, underground power lines should be de-energized (and locked out) and
pipelines secured (valves turned off and locked out, and lines purged if possible) before
work begins and while it is in progress.

3. Careful positioning of the drilling rig with respect to: unstable soil, known or suspected
buried objects, and emergency access or evacuation routes.

4. Provision of fully charged and readily accessible fire extinguishers.

5. Use of safety shoes, hard hats, eye protection, and snugly fitting garments when
working around heavy equipment.

6. Provision of hearing protection if work patterns are expected to result in sustained
exposure (> 1 hour) to noise levels in excess of 90 dBA . Operations which typically may
result in such exposures include pneumatic percussion drilling, air rotary drilling, and
split-spoon sampling involving high blow counts.

7. Minimization of exposure to diesel exhaust fumes (considered carcinogenic by NIOSH)
by positioning (upwind, etc.) and/or using respiratory protection (organic vapor
cartridges with filters for dust and mist).

8. Observation by a watch person in communication with the equipment operator and alert
to the presence of (unknown) buried objects or contaminants.

9. Use of proper grounding, adequate support (e.g., blocks and guy wires), guards, strong
and safe wires and ropes, and fire prevention measures such as periodic cleaning of the
rig to remove combustible/flammable residues (oil, grease, etc.).

10. Precautions against rupturing or disconnecting a hose under pressure.

11. Use of appropriate techniques to contain drilling fluids and cuttings.
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SAMPLING

Collection and preservation of samples introduces potential health and safety hazards due to
the decontamination and /or preservation materials used. The attached table highlights key
hazards and precautions for some commonly used materials. Discussed below are key health
and safety issues and recommended practices:

1. Protection from skin contact requires the selection and use of protective coverings that
will resist the substances in question and not degrade upon contact with them. This is
especially important for highly concentrated substances (e.g., free product, concentrated
wastes, and decontamination substances). Thin, disposable latex or vinyl gloves are not
designed to prevent entry of, or withstand prolonged contact with, many substances for
which sampling is performed or which are used to decontaminate sampling equipment;
they are primarily for quality control purposes.

2. When protection is necessary to prevent hand contact with hazardous substances,
protective gloves should be worn under gloves used for quality assurance purposes.
This may require the use of large or extra large quality assurance gloves to accommodate
the inner protective gloves without ripping during donning and use.

3. Collection of samples containing high solvent concentrations may result in the liberation
of volatile organic compounds at levels sufficient to warrant respirator use (in addition
to skin protection), especially when high concentrations of substances or separate
chemical layers are encountered.

4. During equipment decontamination involving extensive use of acetone, hexane,
methanol, or other solvents, Level C respiratory protection (organic vapor cartridges)
may be warranted. Also, improperly prepared (by a laboratory) acid preservatives in
containers may release irritating "fumes" unexpectedly upon addition of liquid samples.

5 Eye, face, and skin protection are required during decontamination or sample
preservation activities involving the use of concentrated inorganic acid.

6. Transport and storage of decontamination and preservation substances require
appropriate safeguards to prevent contact between incompatible and/or combustible
materials. For example, nitric acid is an oxidizer capable of starting a fire upon contact
with flammable or combustible materials.
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COMMON SAMPLE DECONTAMINATION AND PRESERVATION AGENTS

Chemical PEL Safety Hazard

Acetone 750 ppm Flammable

Acute
Health Hazard

Respiratory
Irritation

Dry, Cracked Skin

Chronic
Health Hazard Precautions

Well Ventilated Area,
Respirator (OV)

Gloves (1)

Methanol 200 ppm Flammable Irritation of CNS Vision Damage
Drowsiness, (Optic Nerve)
Light-Headedness

Dry, Cracked Skin

Well Ventilated Area,
Respirator (OV)

Gloves (1,2)

Hexane 50 ppm Flammable Irritation, Nerve Damage
Light-Headedness (Polyneuritis),

Numbness,
Weak In Limbs

Dry, Cracked Skin

Well Ventilated Area,
Respirator (OV)

Gloves (1,4)

Isopropanol 400 ppm Flammable Mild Irritation
of Eyes, Nose,
and/or Throat

Dry, Cracked Skin

Well Ventilated Area,
Respirator (OV)

Gloves (1,2,4)

Nitric Acid 2 ppm Oxidizer
(cone.)

Fumes: Irritation
of Eyes, Upper
Respiratory
Tract, Skin

Liquid: Bums
of Eyes and Skin

Goggles,
Skin Covering,
Respirator (AG),
Gloves (1,23,4)

Goggles/Face Shield,
Skin Covering,
Gloves (1,23,4),
Eyewash Immediately
Available

Respirator Cartridges: OV = Organic Vapor; AG = Acid Gas

Gloves: 1 = Silver Shield, 2 = Neoprene, 3 = Natural Rubber, 4 = Nitrile
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DECONTAMINATION PROCEDURES

To minimize the movement of contaminants from a Level B or C work area to other areas, a
decontamination station should be established in a designated Contaminant Reduction Zone at
one edge of the Level B/C work area. At a minimum, it should consist of a plastic-covered
work area with decontamination supplies, galvanized steel or plastic tubs to hold detergent
solution and rinse water, and a scrub brush.

The following steps should be taken, as appropriate, to decontaminate personnel leaving a
Level B or C work area:

1. Place equipment and sample containers on a plastic sheet.

2. Place disposable supplies, boot covers, and equipment in a labeled container.

3. Scrub non-disposable gloves and outer boots with a brush in detergent water, then rinse
in clear water.

4. Remove and store or dispose of outer gloves and boots/boot covers.

5. Wash protective garments, then rinse.

6. Remove protective garments and hard hat.

7. Wash and rinse inner gloves.

8. Remove respiratory protection and place on a plastic sheet (exception: if contaminated
with asbestos, remove face piece while under a shower).

9. Remove and store or dispose of inner gloves.

10. Thoroughly wash face and hands in fresh potable water.

11. Remove inner clothing and wash body (as necessary for final decontamination at end of
shift), then re-dress.

Personnel must take the following steps to decontaminate equipment and sample containers
leaving a Level B or C work area:

1. Don protective equipment at Level C (except that coveralls can be omitted at the
discretion of the SHSO).

2. Wash reusable equipment in detergent solution and/or an appropriate solvent or steam
clean, then rinse.

3. Dry sample containers with paper towels (if necessary) and place on a clean plastic
sheet.

4. Remove and discard spent respirator cartridges. Wash respirator in fresh detergent
-water and rinse in clear water.
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5. Treat respirator with a commercially available disinfectant designed for respirator
cleaning (isopropyl alcohol or an iodine solution can be used if necessary, but may
degrade rubber components). Store dean respirator in a closed plastic bag, away from
sources of contamination.

6. Launder clothing before reuse (or place in appropriately labeled impervious containers
for transport to a laundry).

Personnel must take the following steps to clean up following completion of work in a Level B
or C work area:

1. Dispose of all washing and rinsing solutions into a labeled drum or an approved
wastewater treatment system.

2. Place all solid waste materials (disposable gloves and garments, tape, plastic sheets, etc.)
into labeled containers for disposal.
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SITE CONTROL

Access

When appropriate, the SHSO will segregate the site into zones based upon historical
knowledge, monitoring data, the nature of tasks to be performed, and site conditions as follows:

1. Exclusion Zone (EZ) - A work area involving potential contact with contaminants which
will have its boundaries marked and to which access will be limited to employees who
have the requisite training and protective equipment. A log of employees who enter will
be maintained (may take the form of a sign-in sheet), and entry of unauthorized
personnel will be prohibited. The boundaries will be changed as necessary depending
upon the SHSO's judgment regarding work conditions, air monitoring, etc.

2. Contamination Reduction Zone (CRZ) - A marked area outside an EZ for employee and
equipment decontamination, equipment storage and supply, and employee rest. It will
be in an area expected to have minimal contamination, and will be subject to change
based on the SHSO's judgment considering work conditions, air monitoring, etc.

3. Support Zone (SZ) - An area not known to be contaminated at a level of concern, where
administrative and other support functions can be performed. SZ locations will be
established by the SHSO considering distance from the EZ and CRZ, visibility,
accessibility, freedom from potential contamination, etc. Their only marked boundaries
will be at the edge of an EZ or CRZ.

Buddy System

Each employee working in an EZ or CRZ at a site regulated by OSHA in 29 CFR 1910.120 must
be under the observation of at least one other employee in or close to that area.

Emergency Response

If anyone within an EZ cannot leave that area without assistance, all personnel in the vicinity
will assemble in the CRZ or such other area as the SHSO may designate. After donning
appropriate protective equipment as determined by the SHSO, a rescue team will enter the area
to assist or remove the person. If entry requires the use of personal protective equipment for an
IDLH environment (SCBA or equivalent), a similarly equipped support person will be stationed
outside the EZ to lend assistance if necessary. The affected person will be decontaminated to
the extent feasible prior to removal from the EZ.
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LOCATIO
MERCY SOUTH
HOSPITAL

EMERGENCY HEALTH CARE ROUTE
MERCY HOSPITAL SOUTH

SKINNER LANDFILL, INC.

West Chester, Butler Co., OH

Scale: 1" » 2 mile



Appendix C

Public Water Connection
and

Well Abandonment Information
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BOTLZS COUNTY, OHIO

DEPARTMENT Of WATER AND SEWER
WATER MAIN SPgCTFICATIOHS

(Short Farm)

I. WATER MAIM

Size ......

Material
Depth ...

II.

III. VALVES

Type .......

Accessories

Location ...

IV. FIRE HYDHANT3

Type .........

Accessories

Operation ..

Residential Area - 8" Minimum except for short Oil-
De-Sacs and BOOM secondary loop connections which
okay be 6" if approved by County Sanitary Engineer.
______________ _____ • 10" Minima unless
specifically authorized by County Sanitary
Engineer.
Class S3 Ductile Iron Pipe MOfA C-151
4* Minimum Depth to top of pipe from proposed
finished grade. Minimum of 18" vertical separation
between aain and other pipes, conduits or
structures when crossing perpendicular, and 10'
when parallel.

Gray, cast iron - class 2SO AMHA C-11Q or Ductile
iron - Class 350 AW»A C-liO with mechanical joints
per AM& C-lll.

AMWA C-SOO ot C-509, counter-clockwise opening gate
valves. Butterfly valves, MWA C-504.
Valve box extended to finished grade with 18" x 18"
x 4" concrete pad collar.
Every 900' on mala line extension and at each
branch stain connection. Valves located at street
intersection* shall be placed at the radius tangent
point. Between intersections valves shall ba
placed at or near property line.

AWNX approved, "Break-Off or "Traffic Type* with
S" mala valve opening; two (2) 2 1/2" discharge
ooules and one (1) 4 1/2" puqper noaale with
National Standard Threads.
Each hydrant shall be accompanied by an auxiliary
valve and valve box. (See Valve Spec.)
Counter-clockwise opening.
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V. SERVICE COHKECTION

Installation .... The service connection shall consist of a
corporation stop; 3/4" (Mirv.) service line; and a
meter pit or curb stop.

Location ..... A service connection ahall be installed for each
serviceable lot ending at a point oa the front
property line. Hinimum depth shall be 48*.

Material ........ Polybutylene, plastic SDR 9, 250 P.S.I, or ductile
iron pipe to property Line.

Service Marker .. A 2 x 4 shall b« placed in a vertical position et
the end of each service connection, extending
approximately 3' above the existing grade. Marker
shall be painted blue.

Finished Grade .. It is the responsibility of the developer, builder
and lot owner to see that the meter pit or curb
stop-box is adjusted to finished grade.

VI. INSPtCTION

Inspection
Requirements .... All work and materials oust be inspected by an

authorized agent of the Butler County Water
Department. Contractors oust notify the Mater
Department at least 24 hour* in advance of
initiating construction or amending a construction
schedule.

Fees ............ An inspection fee equal to 1.75% of the approved
estimate of cost of the proposed water system
improvement shall be paid prior to initiation of
construction.

Teat ............ A hydrostatic and purity test shall be conducted
prior to acceptance. Tests shall be conducted by
the contractor under the supervision of the County.

A. Hydrostatic pressure tent - AIWA C-600
Section 4.1 & 4.2

B. Purity test - AMU c-601
Acceptance ...... Initial acceptance will be made when the water

nalns and all appurtenances have been installed,
tested and approved. Final acceptance will be made,
when final grade is established; appurtenances are
adjusted to final grade; concrete collars are set
around each valve box; and at least one full year
of satisfactory operation is achieved.

VII. 5X1

tfater mains must be extended to the development boundary along
each public roadway within or adjacent to the development.
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BUTLER COUNTY WATER
.AND SEWER DEPARTMENT

Plumbers, Contractors *nd Ec^ipsent Suppliers

Change in Water Mecer Specification

?laase be advised that as a result of tr.e ..pgradin-s ?f ,ur .7.*ter
reading systea to a '":oucri R«ad" system, it j"s necessary ts change
tr.a r.cdel number of tiia water rceter ;ids 'jurrantly in* use. The
current specification calls for the use of a Wabash No. '.>-3 lid for
Vo" x 3/4" neters and a Monitor Cover 424, 30 or 3«3 with standard
lid for 1", 1-1/2" and 2" meters, both by Fcrd Meter Box Company.
The n«w specification requires that a W abasia NO, WA-3LT for 5/3"
x 3/4" meters and the s*ae Monitor covers »2-i, 30 or 2$ vith Mo.
RKL-iT lid for 1", 1*1/2" and 2" Deters, beta by ?ord Mater Box
Coapany be supplied, These lids are to be compatible vith the
"Touch Read" sieter system.

Also be advised that because cf the lack of durability of the
plastic ties used to secure the neter yoke to the cross bar
installed in our meter pits, ve are requiring the us* cf stainlass
steel ties (i.e., radiator hose clamps) .

note that these changes are shown on the revised "Standard
Meter Settings" drawing, a copy of which is enclosed for your
information. These changes are to be implemented immediately.

Thank you for your consideration. Please contact our Engineering
Section should you have any questions regarding this natter.

very truly yours,
x^

Michael J. Foley, P.S.
"eputy Sanitary Engineer

cc: James L. Kinchberger, P.E., County 5ani*ary Enginee
Engineering Section
Elmer Myers, Chief Inspector
JacX Shollenbarger, Special Service*
file

Butler County Commissioners
i?> £. C^.riui ;-«i/v C. -?i.-s
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GUIDELINES FOR DESIGN

OF

SMALL PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS

D i v i s i o n of P u b l i c D r i n k i n g Water

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

1800 WaterMark Drive

P.O. Box 1049

Columbus, Ohio 43266-0149

Second Edition

Revised March, 1991



3.10 WELL ABANDONMENT

3.10.1 Requirement

All wells which are not maintained for production,
standby, or observation purposes are to be abandoned
in accordance with Ohio Administrative Code
3745-9-10 to prevent contamination of groundwater
for the protection of existing or future wells.

3.10.2 Procedure

3.10.2.1 Engage a hydrogeologist or State-recognized
well d r i l l e r familiar with proper abandon-
ment procedures to perform or supervise
abandonment of the well.

3.10.2.2 In general

d.

All materials which could interfere
with abandonment must be removed from
the wel1 .

Well screens and
removed, slit or
necessary.

castings may be
perforated as

The casing should be removed to at least
4 feet below ground surface in all
instances .

Fill material is to be introduced at
the bottom of the well and placed
progressively upward. Concrete placed
through a tremie pipe is a common
practi ce.

At a minimum, the upper 25 feet of the
portion of the casing which is to remain
must be filled with concrete. If
necessary, the casing should be grouted.

Note: See latest edition of
"Water Well Standards

the Ohio ERA

3.10.2.3 Record the location of the abandoned well
or hole and submit copies of the record to
the Ohio ERA and the Ohio Department of
Natural Resources.

24
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EVALUATION OF GROUNDWATER INORGANIC DATABASE

The Phase n RI indicates that there was no surface water contamination by inorganics. The
Phase n RI does not determine the significance of the inorganic detections in groundwater
and refers the reader to the Risk Assessment for a statistical analysis of the inorganic
compounds detected. The Risk Assessment identified 13 inorganics as chemicals of concern.
These compounds included aluminum, arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt,
copper, lead, manganese, nickel, vanadium, zinc and cyanide. We have evaluated the
database of inorganic detections to determine its significance.

To be a useful indictor that metals contamination is migrating away from the buried lagoon
or landfill, the metal in question should have the following characteristics:

• Be consistently detected;

• Be detected only in wells spatially associated with the contaminant sources,
OR, if found throughout the site, have either i) concentrations exceeding
background levels primarily in wells spatially associated with the
contaminant sources, or ii) have the highest concentrations primarily in wells
spatially associated with the contaminant sources;

• Exceed applicable water quality standards primarily in wells spatially
associated with the contaminant sources; and/or,

To determine which of USEPA's 13 inorganic "chemicals of concern" met these criteria, we
prepared a database of the groundwater data from on-site monitoring wells. The data were
then sorted by decreasing concentration for each of the 13 parameters and displayed as a
series of bar graphs. Examination of these graphs is helpful in determining which
parameters were consistently detected and in defining the background concentration (the
procedure for this is described below).

From a preliminary evaluation of the Phase I data for Sampling Rounds 1 and 2, we
concluded that the use of data for unaltered samples (of which there were seven in Round 1,
counting duplicates separately) resulted in substantially biased data for 7 of the 10
parameters that were consistently detected. Therefore, we excluded these data and data
from residential well samples, which are also unfiltered, from further analysis.

Notes on Handling of Data

The database for the Phase I data (Sampling Rounds 1, 2, and 3) in USEPA's documents
report only those parameters detected, and do not report the detection limits. (Thus, the
absence of cadmium from this database does not mean that it was not analyzed for, simply
that it was not detected). Non-detects in the Phase I data were entered in our database as
very low numbers (0.00001 mg/L).

The database for the Phase n data report the detection limits for "non-detect" results. In its
treatment of these data, USEPA used one-half the detection limit in its statistical analysis of

OUNN CORPORATION PAGE 1
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the data. Thus, we entered these non-detects In our database as one-half of the reported
detection limits.

Graphical Analysis

Because of the differences in the data, we prepared two graphs, which are included, for
most of the parameters. The first graph separately sorts and plots the Phase I and Phase n
data. Phase I data are designated on the bottom of the graphs as "F1 (originally for filtered),
and the Phase n data are designated as "A". The "A" portions of the graphs often show one
or more plateaus representing the non-detect data. The fact that these are non-detects is
important to keep in mind when examining the other graph, which combines the data in a
single sorting. Combined plots were not done for several parameters (Cd, CN, and V) that
showed strong differences between the Phase I and Phase n data. These differences were
due to the very low number of detections in either or both of the phases.

Several of the graphs show a marked break in trend that separates a lesser number of high
values from a greater number of low values. The graphs for barium and zinc show the best
examples of this feature. This break point is taken as the background concentration. Some
graphs showed no definable break and no background could be assigned.

If a background concentration could be defined, then we determined at which wells the
background value was exceeded. If a background concentration could not be defined, we
determined where the wells with the highest concentrations were located. For each well in
question, we noted the number of exceedences or detections (as appropriate) out of the total
number of sampling events from that well We also noted if there was a primary or
secondary drinking water MCL, and determined at which wells, if any, it was exceeded.
This information was considered and based on best professional judgment, be made a
recommendation for monitoring, if appropriate. This information is summarized in Table 1.
The primary and secondary drinking water standards are from Rule 3745-81-11 of the Ohio
Administrative Code.

Recommendations

• Aluminum - This compound is consistently detected above background, and
has no potential for excess health risk. Therefore, quarterly monitoring is not
appropriate.

• Arsenic - This compound is fairly consistently detected above background,
particularly at GW20 which is adjacent to sources, and there is an increasing
concentration trend in GW20 exceeding the primary MCL.

• Barium — Barium is consistently detected above background in several wells
spatially associated with sources, and the primary MCL is exceeded in GW20.
We recommend monitoring for Barium.

• Cadmium - There were only two detections of cadmium in wells during the
entire sampling. We do not recommend monitoring for cadmium.
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Chromium - Detections of chromium above background are infrequent, not
consistent and not in wells spatially associated with sources. The
concentrations are below primary MCL, and we do not recommend
monitoring for chromium.

Cobalt - There are somewhat consistent detections in wells that are not
spatially oriented to indicate groundwater impact. There have been no
exceedences of the MCL. We recommend continued monitoring.

Copper - There was no definable background concentration, and detections
were scattered throughout the site, with the highest detections not associated
with the sources. The maximum concentration (0.015 mg/L) is well below
the secondary MCL (1.0 mg/L). We do not recommend monitoring for
copper.

Lead - There was no definable background concentration and detections
were scattered across the site. The seven highest concentrations are in wells
screened in bedrock, which consists of interbedded limestone and shale, and
lead sulfide minerals are a common trace mineral in such shales. We do not
recommend monitoring for lead.

Manganese — There are detections exceeding background scattered
throughout the site, and the highest concentrations are not in and or adjacent
to sources. We do not recommend monitoring for manganese.

Nickel - The data indicates consistent detections and the highest
concentrations in wells spatially associated with sources. We recommend
monitoring for nickel.

Vanadium — There was only one detection in the Phase I data, and multiple
detections in Phase H data. The Phase H data is all "qualified" as Vanadium
was detected in the blank; and this suggests that the detections are artifact of
some aspect of Phase n sampling and/or analysis. We do not recommend
monitoring for Vanadium.

Zinc — The detections exceed background and the highest concentrations at
wells in or adjacent to sources. We recommend monitoring for zinc.

Cyanide - There were only two detections in the entire database. We do not
recommend continued monitoring for this compound.
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TABLE 1

EVALUATION DATA SUMNfARY

1. Aluminum

Estimated Background

Background Exceeded at:

Well*

GW06
GW12
GW20
GW22

Applicable Water Quality Standard

No Monitoring Recommended.

2. Arsenic

Estimated Background 0.010 mg/L

Background Exceeded at:

Wellt

GW09
GW17
GW18
GW20
B5

Applicable Water Quality Standard

Monitoring Recommended.

0.100 mg/L

f of Exceedences/
f of Sampling Events

1/3
1/5
1/4
1/2

NoPorSMCL

f of Exceedences/
f of Sampling Events

1/4
3/4
2/3
4/4
1/1

PMCL-0.050 mg/L

DUNN CORPORATION
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3. Barium
•

Estimated Background 0.250 mg/L

Background Exceeded at:

Well*

GW06
GW07
GW09
GW10
GW19
GW20
GW30
GW31
GW35
GW38

Applicable Water Quality Standard

Exceeded at:

GW06
GW20

Monitoring Recommended.

4. Cadmium

Estimated Background:

Detected at:

Not definable

GW06
GW32

# of Exceedencea/
f of Sampling Event*

1/3
1/5
3/4
2/4
1/3
3/4
1/1
2/2
1/1
1/1

PMCL-1.0 mg/L

1/3
1/4

0.0025 mg/L
0.0037 mg/L

Both are "B" qualified (found in blank)

Applicable Water Quality Standard: P MCL - 0.010 mg/L

Monitoring Not Recommended.

DUNN CORPORATION
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5. Chromium

Estimated Background: 0.0075 mg/L

Exceeded at:

Well* tofExceedencea/
f of Sampling Events

GW06 1/3
GW15 1/5
GW19 1/3
GW22 2/2
GW23 1/3
GW30 1/1

Applicable Water Quality Standard: P MCL - 0.050 mg/L

Monitoring Not Recommended.

6. Cobalt

Estimated Background: Not definable

Detected at:

Well* tfofExceedences/
* of Sampling Events

GW10 2/4
GW11 1/3
GW12 3/5
GW15 1/5
GW16 1/2
GW20 1/4
GW22 2/2
GW23 1/3

Applicable Water Quality Standard: None

Monitoring recommended.
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7. Copper

Estimated Background: Not definable

Detected at: Various locations throughout the site with no spatial relationship to sources.

Applicable Water Quality Standard: S MCL -1.0 mg/L

The secondary MCL was not exceeded, and the maximum concentration measured was
0.015 mg/L

Monitoring not recommended.

8. Lead

Estimated Background: Not definable

Detected at: Locations throughout the site. The seven highest concentrations (0.008 mg/L
to 0.034 mg/L) occurred in wells screened in bedrock. Lead sulfide minerals
are common trace constituents in shales.

Applicable Water Quality Standard:

Monitoring not recommended.

9. Manganese

Estimated Background: 0.900 mg/L

Detected at:

Well*

P MCL 0.050 mg/L

* of Exceedences/
f of Sampling Events

GW07
GW11
GW12
GW15
GW16
GW17
GW18
GW20
GW21

Applicable Water Quality Standard:

OUNN CORPORATION
SKINNER LANDFILL

1/5
1/3
4/5
4/5
2/2
4/4
2/3
2/4
1/1

S MCL -0.050 mg/L
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Exceeded at: Numerous locations on the site with no spatial relationship to sources.

Monitoring not recommended.

10. Nickel

Estimated Background: Not definable

Detected at:

WeUf tfofExceedences/
# of Sampling Events

GW07 1/5
GW10 2/4
GW11 1/3
GW12 5/5
GW15 2/5
GW16 2/2
GW17 2/4
GW18 1/3
GW20 4/4
GW22 1/2
GW23 1/3

Applicable Water Quality Standard: None

Monitoring recommended.

11. Vanadium - Not Definable

There was only one detection in the Phase I data. All other detections were in the Phase
data and were "B" qualified/ suggesting laboratory or sampling artifact.

Monitoring is not recommended.
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12. Zinc

Estimated Background: 0.030 mg/L

Exceeded at:

Well* fofExceedencea/
# of Sampling Events

GW12 3/5
GW17 2/4
GW20 2/4
GW22 1/2
B5 1/1

Applicable Water Quality Standard: S MCL -5.0 mg/L

The S MCL was not exceeded, but there is a good spatial relationship to sources.

Monitoring is recommended.

13. Cyanide

Estimated Background: Not definable

Detected at:

GW11 0.011 mg/L
GW20 0.0235 mg/L

The lack of detections indicate that monitoring is not necessary.

Monitoring is not recommended.

Ub
e\word5\iidim«fdor
January 2& 1993
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FIGURES
and

__IFNCOS: All fifHJTand tabl«» ar* taken Croa the lasJdn Poplar Oil carnality
Relation* Plan (Mxtii, 1989), tht tenadial Investigation (Deoaifaer,
1988), or tte Feasibility Study (April, 1989).
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5-1 Hazardous Sutstance List
Oil Site

Detected at the LasJcin Poplar

<Pa«e 1 of 3)

Kil C&-PCV.WS CETECTS3 AT THE UkSt:* PCP'.A* OIL S I T E

Surface
Soil

Surface
Soil Sediment We i I *

T'. * »*C

»>'*••««

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
x
X
X
X
x
X
X

X
I
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

t-CMsropfenol
4-CMoropnenyl Phtrryl Ether

2,4-Oinitroprenol
4 , 4-3 < n;. t.-o- 2-methy tpheool

2-"e:vlphenel (o-C.-e»ol)
4-xetnyipnenel (p-Crnol >

Pentachlorophenol
P^enol

2 , 4 , S • T r i eft I orophenot

X
X

X
X
X

X
X

PHTHLATES
li»(2-ethylhejtyl)p*ith«l«te
•utyt benzyl
Oiethyl

Oi-n-butyl
Ot-n-ectyl plt

OTHM SCMI-VOLkTILl
lenzeie

Qiloreb«ns«ne)
Oibenzefuran

I
I

X
X

1 . 2 , 4 • T r i c.1 1 oretaraerw



Tsolt <T-I 2 of 3)

NSl 36TErTe3 AT Tn£ LAStl* PCPLA8 31L SJTE

O«r.e»l
furrace S.-Siurf ace
Soil Soil Sediment Wells Water

P£ST:C::ES

4,4'-OCO
*.4'-OOE
4,4'-OOT

delta }MC(MC:H)
Oieldrin
Enoasulfao I
Enoe*ulf»n II
E.-oojulf«n Sulfite
Endr^n
gam*
Me?t»e
Hcptacnlor t poiiCe

lenient
Ethyl benter*
Styrem
ToU
Xyl«

ALKIMES AND ALKAHIS
di«ulffd»

CMorofom

1,2-OieftlorMthant (DC)
1,2-OicMoro«them
1.2-Oieiilerettftylm (trwv)
1.2-Oictileropro

1 , 1 ,2*TricMorwtlt«M
1.1,1-Triehloro«tlt«w

OTOMCS

X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X



«. S 3ITEr£3 *T TH| OIL

A I jmrxfli
Aotimonv
Arsenic

Calcivji
Otrenivji
COM it
Copper

tron
Leed

Hereunr
Miekel

SclenivJi
Silver
SodiiM

Zine

X
I
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X



Table 5-2 Sunmary of Chemicals Detected at the laskin Poplar Oil Site
Presented by Functional Grouping

S£*E::£2 CHEMICALS

2- "£"•>". NAPHTHA.; HE
3 i '3;»CCc_X»ANTHENE
4;r,t;H-.Ss£
• C;»A?":*T;.£I»E
ik-.5»;;,g
SE^ICIA ;A*" iRAC£H£
SE*.:: ;A)P-R£N£
8£'-;C;S', f ', jCRAXTHE*«E
SEH"',**! :PE**tF.*£
SENlIitJf'.jCRANTHENE
CH8TSENE
3:S£H:C(A,H;AN*H?AC£M£
fL'XRAIiTHENE
FlUCRENE
IHCENCC* 2 3-C3)PTRENE
NAPHTHALENE
PHcNANTHJEHE
PYREHE

2 - 5-:R::MLSR3PH£>*CL
z',4l6-Ta:c;HL3«aPH£i<CL
zi»-OIC*'.383PNENCL
2*, 4-S'. M£*HTL?NENCL
Z>-e;ii:Tac*HENOL
2-CHLMCPHEMCL
Z-^E'^TLP^ENCL
4,6*OINITRO-2 -ME*HT'»?H£sCL
4 B^y| AAf* • 1 *M(T y Tt PMCU^lU" Lw*%W J ^C 1 HT^rnc^wl
4-METHTLPNENOL
4-MITROPHEMOL
P<NTACNL3RSPMENOL
PHEHCl

IISC2-ETHTLHEXTDPNTNALATE
»UTT'. IENZTL PHTHALATE
OI-N-IUTTL PMTHALATE
Ot-M-OCrrL PMTHALATE
01ETNTUPMTHALATE
OIMETMTLPNTHALATE

1 . 2 . 4 • TR I CNLOROBEMZCNE
1.2-OtCXLOROBENZENE
1,3-0!WLOROBEMZ£J»€
3-»ITROAMlLINf
4-OLOROPNEMTL PMENTL ETNCR
BENZOIC AC 10
BEMZTL ALCONOL
CML3IQHMZIMI
OtSEMZO^VJUM jfeCK-
ISOPNOROMl ^^^^^f'
.-.r»o*a:PNEMn^̂ ^

AtOC.Ot-1221 ^^^
AROC.OC-12U
AROCVOR • 1 1f I
MOC'.3R*1234
AIOCLOR-12M

2,3,7.8-TOO EQUIVALENTS

4.4-000
4.4-OOE
4,4-OCT

CHEMICAL CROUPIMGS

PAH
PAH
»AM
PAH
»AH
PAH
PAH
PAH
PAH
PArt
PAH
PAN
PAH
PAH
PAH
PAM
PAH
PAH

PHENOLIC
PHENOLIC
PHENOLIC
PHEHCLIC
PHENOLIC
PHENOLIC
PHENOLIC .
PHENOLIC
PHENOLIC
PHENOLIC
PHENOLIC
PHENOLIC

PNTHALATE
PHTNALATE
PNTHALATE
PNTHALATE
PNTHALATE
PHTMALATE

OTNCI SWI VOLATILE
OTHCI SOtVQUTIU
OTNM SOUVOLATtLE
OTMCt SDIIVQLATILI
OTNCI SBHVaUTlU
OTNW SWt VOLATILE
OTNIt SmVQUTILl
arm SWIVCUTILI
•ran settvouTiu
ana swnouTiLE
•na SOIWUTILC

NS
Ki
fff
KS
K»

KDO/KDf

PESTICIDE
PtSTlCIOC
PtSTlCIOE

VCUAT1LITT

MOCEJATE

LOW
NIGM
HIGH
LOW
LOW
MODERATE
NOM
MODERATE
LOW
MOM
LOW
MODERATE
NON
MODERATE
MODERATE
LOW

MODERATE
LOW
LOW
LOW
NOM
MODERATE
LOW
MODERATE

MOM

LOW
LOW

NOM
LOW
NOM
MODERATE

fkf
NICN
NICM

MODERATE
NOM

NICM
LOW
LOW
MODERATE

NtCM
NICM
NtCM
NICN
NICM

LOW
MODERATE
MODERATE

-OBILin

SLIGHT

SLIGHT
SLIGHT
SLIGHT
IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE
SLIGHT
IMMOBILE
LOW
SLIGHT
IMMOBILE

NIGM
SLIGHT
MODERATE
NICM
VERT NIGH
NIGM
VERT NIGM
MODERATE

VERT NICM

IMMOBILE
VERT NICN

IMMOBILE
SLIGHT
IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE

VERT NICN

SLICMT
LOW

SLICMT
NICM

MODERATE
SLICMT
NICM
LOW

IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE

IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE
IMMOBILE

FISH

NtCM

MCCERATE
MODERATE
NIGM
N|"H *ES
NIGH T £S
NIGH '£>
NIGH
NIGH TES
NIGH TES
NIGH TES
NIGH
NIGM
HIGH TES
MODERATE
NtCM
NIGH

MODERATE
MODERATE TES
LOW
MODERATE
NO DATA
LOW
NONE
MODERATE

HOME

NICM
MCNE

MODERATE T£S
NICM
NICM
NICM

LOW

NtCM
MODERATE

NICM
LOW

LOW
NICM
LOW
MODERATE TES

NICM TES
•ION TES
•16* TES
NICM TIS
NIC* TES

NICN TES
NICN TES
NICM TES

(p*4t 1 of 2)



DETECTED CHEMICALS

AUrflM
ALPHA CMLOR3AME
iETA IHC
CHIOB-3AME
*£• TA INC
O.T.rRIN
E'OCS.'LFAM I
^"SJLfAN II
£>OCSULfA* SULFA7E
£»;B:N
1X-*U IHC
iX-yA CML3»"AH£
«E'"*CXIO<
i£=-AC.-L3« £*:X::E

SEI.ZSNE
E~HYi.3E>iI£NE
o- *?'„£*£
STTREME
TCLUENE
mSNC

1.1,1-TR!CHLC*OETHAME
1,1,2-TRICHLO«C€TMA<lf
1.1-9ICHLSACCTHANC
1,2-OICHLOBOCTHAME

,t,2-OtCHLO«2eTMC«
*^i-3ICNL3»OPROPAMe
OS3C* BISULFIDE
C'L34CFOftN
''.JCaoTRICMLJRCNETHANE
•»£"H".£>*e CMLO*:3E
TE-RAC.NLCROCTHCMC
TRAMS- 1,2-DICMlCRCETHYLiiiE
TfICHLORO€THE«
V:HTL CKLC*IDC

Z-3UTANCME
2-iEXANCNE
4-*ETHTL-2-*EMTAMCKE
AC£TONC

ANTINOMY
MSCNIC
IA«IUM
IC1YU1UM
CA0MIUH
CNCCMtUM
COMALT
comi
a AMIDE
L£AO
MNCANCSI
MERCURY .A|̂ S.

NICXIL fl̂ L^LK^
SELEMILW J^^^^^f
S Ik VII •̂̂ •H '̂
TMALLILH •̂iK''
TIM * -™*1?
VANAOIUI
ZINC

CHEXICAL GaauPtNCS

PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
»SST:C:SE
>SST:C:OE
p«5T;CIDE
>5STIC:CE
CESTICISE
»«STI::CE
>€ST;c:3E
»SST:C:OE
*££T lc :3E
»EST;;:3£

ITX
m
in
in
in
in

NALOC. ALCINE/ALCANE
NALOC. ALCENE/ALKANE
NALOC. ALKEME/ALCANE
MAL3C. ALKSNE/ALKANE
NALOG. ALKXNE/ALKANC
NA'.X. ALCSVC/ALCANE
HALOC. ALUNE/AL&ANE
NALOC. ALCENE/ALKANE
NALOC. ALKENE/ALKANE
NALOC. ALKENE/ALKANE
NALX. ALKCNE/ALKANE
NALOC. ALKEME/ALCAME
NALOC. ALCCME/ALCANE
NALOC. ALKEME/ALCANE

UTONE
a TC*E
CITONC
aroMC
AMTINOMY
AISINIC
IAIIVJM
IfXTUIlM
CMHIUH
CMOMIUM
OBCUU.T
cowo
CTAMIOI
LIM
MMjMCtt
MMMT
•loan.
mniuiniw
TMU1W
rt«
VMU0IW
ZIMC

VOLATILITY

NIGH
LOW
NIGH
NON
LOW
MQCEiUTE
MODERATE
NIGH
LOW
LOW
NIGH
NIGH
MODERATE

NIGH
HIGH
NIGH
HIGH
NIGM
MIGM

MIGM
HIGH
MODERATE
MODERATE
NIGM
NICM
HIGH
NICM

HIGH
HIGH
NIGM
MICM
MIGM

MODERATE
LOW
MODERATE
MODERATE

MOtlLITY

SLIGHT
SLIGHT
SLIGHT
SLIGHT
LOW
VERT NIGH
VERT NIGH
SLIGHT
SLIGHT
LOW
SLIGHT
SLIGHT
MODERATE

NIGM
LOW
MODERATE
LOW
MODERATE
MODERATE

MCOEKATt
NIGM
VERT MICM
VERY MIGM
MICM
HICM
NICM
VERY MIGM

VERY MIGM
MODERATE
NICM
MICM
NICM

VfRY MICM
VCRT MICN
VCRT NICM
VtXT NI6M

V NICM
MICN
LOW
LOU
NODfMTt

V Ml OH
•101
V Midi
NODCMTf
NIGH
MODHATf
MICN
NICM
V NICM
V Ml CM
NICM
V NICN
MODOATt

FISH
irCAcr.MJiAT:cM CA»C:NCC£X->

NIGM T£S
MCCE3ATE res
NIGH r£S
MOCEJATE
NIGH <es
MOCE^AT*
MCCE%ATE
HIGH
NIGH
MCCESATE T£S
NIGH TES
NIGH YES
HIGH *ES

LOW TES
LCV
MODERATE
LOW
LOW
MODERATE

LOW
LOW TCS
MOME TCS
MOMC res
NONE
MCME
LOW
MCMC res t

J
MOMC res t
LOW f
MONC
LOW TES
HONE TES
HO DATA TES
LOW
MOMC
MOMC

MOM
MOMC
MOMC
LOW
NOBCIATI

MOM
MM
MOM
LOU
MOM
NOMf
MOM
•OM
MOM

•<ytf
MOM
NOOCIATC



Table 6-1 Potential Contaminants of Concern at the LasJcin Poplar Oil Site

A c e t o n e
A,- t ;;ncrty
A: se.- i c
Ba.- i cm
3en:ere
e e ~ : c ' a ; a -
3e^:c( a ;DY r

Se- :o (3 : f '
Be -1:3; '< ! ' ; .or an t ̂
B e r y l I ' urn
5e:a I-CCH
B i s C - c n i o r o e t n y i le tner
8 i s [ 2 -e : "v i hexy i lent ha I ate

-3u:ar.one

-a HCC.-i
i-er :acn icr

di su i ' '•• Ge
^ lor cane

1 . 1 -

2.4-

2.4-

/

Cn loroform
C.i r O<TI i um
CMrysene
Ccooer
DOT
0 i denzo( a. n) anthracene
O i S u t v i or thai ate
Oicnioroetnane
Dicnioroetnane (EDO
Oi cri loroonenoi
Di el dr i n
D i e t n v i ofi thai ate
Oi ni t roonenoi
Endosul fan
Etny lDen;ene
Cyanide

2.3 .

Leac:
Ma"jc".ese
Mer c- r v
Me tny ; o"-enc ; ; c: esc i i
Methy l ene c*; ;or i ce

•i - we t n y i - 2 - o e " : a r.or e ( M : 3 <
Ni CK.6 I
N - s i t r o s o < 2 i o h e n v i ami ne
PCS
Pent acf. lorcoheno i
Phenol
Se! en i um
Si ! ver
Sty rene

.3-TCDO (OiOxin)
Tet rachioroethene
Tha I I i um
To i uene

,4-Tr i chiorobenzene
. l-Tr i en I or o« thane
. 2-Tr ichloroethane

Tr i chioroeinene
Tr ichlorof I uorometnane

. 5-Tr icnioroohenol

.6-Tr ichloroohenol
vanadi um
V i n y l Chloride
xyienes
Zinc

•••••••••••••••••••i i ••••••«i
(a) Potential chemicals of concern indent if led based on a v a i t a o i i i t v of

cancer ootencv factor, reference dose, d r i n k i n g water c r i t e r i a or
standard. JK «nvironmentai c r i t e r i a .



TaLle 6-2 Risk Characterization Suimary - Laskin Fteplar Oil Site

o

s

*

1;

-1
e

:

s

^
e

i
o

*
w

1

>

S
mm

W

a
*
3
| •

ll
mm

C

i
3

1?
s

o 2 * ? £
I |j- 85 =|| =
H =1* r
«• * w • •»
• • £ O

S * o - 5 * o -• 2 • j e 2 •w • w 9 • w

5 s i • sr I s
9 • 5 • « i •
57 5 - 2 i 5 ̂

3
W

» i s
- I I I

* e ^ * e 3 ; 5 £

|3? *3S ; ?
2H2 232 2 2

i a a
• s s
J< • « jg

5 « 5 •> « • 5 •w * » * v w - « « - w > * •So,! ss.i 5. !
i::2 i " := i: s
• « w Q • ^ •= 25! =:M =2 i
• * « • • •

5 5 5

I 1 1«'
i

s : 5

1 *j I
- . u -

•| . o 2 « | _

|-J i s!sl
7 . • « - 2 5 2
> 9 • — — • W

2 o sr 2 • r 5
• I I I ! ; 2 555- • o u w — e
r ! - 2 is is v sa <3 M — !« !•..
• •—3 - - Z ~ . S

1

8 * i 8
k U 1 4.

«. 5 - 5 *,2 z i

1 3 3
• •

W M « « W « « W We • • « c • * • •• o e • • o • »w

i::5 «: 5 ! i
I»i I-' i M
:ii: :s ; : T

j"
S i i• *

1
9

9 • •

« •• t»

5 S S

S

! 1
s I I
1 ! 1
- ? 2

8 !. si.« i : « s s
2 5 3 = • • 3 =

• A ̂  v • • ' ' •

liji i? j i
i iu ^in

5
2

e s
> I

1!3 : :
: - *
• * 2

2 « 5 -

5 • u —w w ws r ?<,w - «

i i ?|
^. * H
•: i si
5 •i ii l
9 M

•• *

i f

5* 5«I5 i!

!
! i
5 5
i i
s s



<PIU« I Ol II
• Itk rhiiicleiIfilIon Simuiy

litkln Poplll OH Sll*

MdU MM roUmUlly
tipOtiM* «oyl4> IWMIM* rolnl fipotcd *>a»>uUllon Ulik ciiiitclcf Ilillon lummy Chealciltof conccin ccnmenl

AllfeOlM COM Mil Mill Mill* Tf«tpkii«M l«c«it lllellM cincef ilik •HlMle miki bated on wool cut
4 k 10-t 10 » • 10-* vinyl chloilrt* Aiitnlc vnltl II litllon «nd ictutpen

lion iitiMplloni
»«titid ind«« NO! fic«cd«l

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
*||*>O<M CMlMlMlll •!!• MqptelV ••Il4«i»ll lic«n IIUIlM c»nc«i ilik«illail« vinyl cliloilde Aricnlc •Itki btitd on «oi il cot
InMUIlM 1 • tO • 10 I 1 1C » voltllllltllon (IHl itlu.pr,.

IICMI tuiMplloni *nd cipoim
Italtid indci ND! li<«cd«d icillngt

AllkMM COMltalHMll Midi* •«»(*«»«I. l«c«l» IIIOlM ctncti ilik •tllMlt ulikt bttcd on wool (tic
VI»Hot I lo 4« It-It lo I I IO-* Vinyl (hloild* voltlll litllon ami itimixn

Mlll)««NM)t ««d (Ion
H*l*id ind«i Nol ficccdcd

ontll* Oilnklnf ••!•! iltndiidi *nd cillcilt A i tcn lc . Beiyll ltM «>l.
Nickel. I I Olcltloio«;ritn*
•enicne. xylcnci.
H ichloioclhanc

ill* dcvtlopncnl lm
C«|lli«UI*l IO OCCUI Illlllll.)

t l lcfnt l lv* mttti lupply
icducet polcnlltl ol (•poime
Ivtluillon t»tcd on co»-cn
lialiont detected In nonMni
Ing ••III. not piedlcled
concentiillont.

ficeti IIUIlM ctn<«i ilik
) i to-l lo l k to-* vinyl chloild*. nenieii*.

I .l-olchloioelliinc.
HOI. It Ichloiovlhane

iwitid ind«« [icecded Acetone. Mtnginete.
Phenol . nelliyl|>li«nr>l .
4 Methyl-

M41IMMI l*t)«lll«l C«MHII«IV
Cittk

OfltlU i«o cnnlaalntnli illilbulto
l<> (lie tile tleleclcd In n>r

poteitl III l»
•trdiinl in loi
icleite eililt



Tfcble 6-3o-j suncBxy or uruunowater <
Standards at the Laskin

W«U
Location Choiietl

CMC2-87 Arsenic
DOT
mckel

(TJCCi-87 1 ,2-0'cMors«:h»n«

GVCC9-87 1,2-OieMoro*t.*itn*

l«nttn«

Vinyl chloridt

CWCW-87 Arsifiie

CW011-87 1.2-OicMoro«th»n«

SU87-03 l«ryUi>Ji

—« '-»'- ———

.̂ «-.

eyer-07 tjjjjj^

•̂̂ •̂ •̂ •̂ •̂ •̂ •̂ K'
0*7-11 l̂ ^K

Lrnceni_taLJ.c
Pcplar Oil

Conecntritian

0.11
124

19

200

100

650

3SO

35

4

2

4

2

2

2
22

TB î at, pgaaea Dt
Site

Criteria (i)

wc:-«:sc
UCC-CSK
yo;-Tcx

NC15

MCLS
MCL
WCC-tISC
MCLC
MCL
UQC-liSK
DUMA

MCLC

UCC-«tSK

WCC-I1SK

MCLC
UOC-ttSK

uoc-nsx

H0.6
uoc-tm

yoc-cisx

yoc-itsx

goc-iiK
UBC-TOI

onking Wat/

Cri te^it
Lcvtl

0.3025
0.3012

15.4

0
5

0.94

0
5

0
S

0.67
1.8

0
2
2

0.3C25

0
0.94

0.00X9

0
0.94

0.0023

0.0025

0.0025
15.4



o»
Tact* 6- 3 (»a«t 2 of 2)

CSNCEKT RAT IONS THAT EXCEED ot:«txc UATEI $TANOA»SS
AT THE USK:M MPUUI on. sue

W«U
Location

Crittri* («) Cr- ttria
Chemical

T.17-13 irtenie

Viekal

17

4

20

UCC-USt
NCIS
WQC-USK
MCIC
UQC-tlSt
UQC-TOX

0
2.S

'.5.4

(•) Cfittria:
MCV • Maxinjt Contaminant ltv«l

MCUC • MaAiflM* Contaminant L*v«l teal
wcc-*15K - Uatir Ouality Crittria for hunan health

(drinking «attr only) at 10-6 canctr risk ltv«l
WCC-TCX • uattr Quality Criteria for hunan health-*

toiicitv protection for noncareiroQem
DVMA • Drinking water Healtn iovisorie»--Lifetiti*



le 6-4 Sumoary or Hazardous si
^<V-r-T^crf HLanan Risks in Groundwater at the Laskin Poplar Oil Site

L'«ll Concentration
i. 34 s : ; j.i C* e— i : a I

CVCI2-S7 Arsenic
SCT
Acetsne
«»-9ir«s«
• •"•etSyl -2-pentancne
«e:?>yl prer-.cl

Total (wi th Arsenic)
Tetal (.iwout Arsenic)

CWC04-87 1,2-OieMoroethar.e

Tetal

7.CC3-S7 Virvl eMoride
1 ,2-5icr»loroet!iane
lerztne
Acetone
"t tfiyl^enol
Pr.enol

Total

WC09-87 Arsenic
Hetfiytene chloride
Acetone
"ethylpnencl

Total (with Arsenic)
Total (without Arsenic)

CW011-87 1,2-Ofchloroethano

Total

CM7-OS 1,2-0(chloro«thao»)

Total

0*7-01 Aietono

T<tfatttr
CU^3 Oeflt

V tTea^Hl&oottiafw
TrMawrMttiavto

US/1-

^

3. '.1
t4CCS
8320
2SCO
1970

.
•

19

350
2CO
100

1CCOO
2340

720

-

35
3000

SSOOO
2150

•
•

4

-

4

-

4500

13
3
4

(a)
Excess Lifet :me

Cancer S • sk

2 x 10-S
1 : '0-i

.
,

-
•

2 x 10-3
'. i 10-6

S x 10-S

S x 10-S

2 x 10-2
S x 10-4
8 x 10-S

-
.
•

2 x 10-2

2 x 10-3
4 x 10-4

.
%

2 x 10-3
7 x 10-4

1 » 10-S

1 x 10-S

1 > 10-S

1 i 10-S

. •'

•

2 • 10-5
• s 10-4
1 i 10-4

Cb)
Infant:
Hazard
Index

.
-

24
4
6
4

NA
40

-

•

-
-

10
S
2

17

.
55
4

•A
61

.

-

.

-

7

7

•
-

<S)
Adut::
Hazard
Inesi

.
•
7
1
2
1

NA
11

-

•

.
•

3
1

0.5

S

.
-

IS
1

NA
17

-

-

•

-

2

2

.
•

-

Total 3 » 10-5

(a) ManUorinc M«lls with no c*rc<net«w not lUtod.
(b) Otwical with haiard Indtmt* ttts than one not llattd.

the total hazard ind«* lltttd rtprntnts all tho ehonieala with a
Indox.



Table 6-5 Sunaary of On-site Soil and Sediment Ingestion Risks by 1-tedia and
Exposure Setting at the LasJcin PqpLar Oil Site

Exposure Jetting Risk Sunnary Major Contributors to Risk
••"***** •ax^^jJ**S>Sa»*T S-* TX.S'SSi* JtS XS"*-X*^S-* * X 3 Y 3 5 3 : 5 X S S < S ± X 3 S X £ S 5 :

EXCESS L:F~:»S CANCS* IMS;
H-'s-est 5f:«:«3 :soce-t-a::3n (a) 7 x 10-6 PAts . PCSs
*v»-»-» ;»-«• —tnti'on (S> 3 x '3-7 ?*"*, PCJs
PCC/PC2F J . ISK 6 x 10-7 to I * 10-! 2,3,T,!-TC^ ET'.ivalenj

R * T I O OF 9 A I J . T ! N - A K £ TO JE : £^£>*Ci 3C5E
3 Lead

0.2

ICI'.ER HOJSE-JOI'.E* ASM-TRESPASS

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCJR RISt
Highest Detected Concentration (with Arsenic) 3 x 10-7 Arsenic
Hignest detected Cancent.-ation (without Arsenic) 7 x 10-11 lis(2-ethylhe*y'. 5p«tha ia te
Average Coneer-t.-ation (wi th Arsenic) MC (e)
Average Concentration (without Arsenic) NC

RATIO CF 3AILT INTAKE TO S£r£»E»C£ DOSC
Maxiiun Calculated **a:ard ireex (Ciild) 14 Lead,
Ave'age Ca^r^^ated Hazard Inoex (Child) NC

EXCESS LIFETIME C4NCS* RISK
Highest Detected Concentration (with Artenie)
Highest Detected Concentration (without Arsenic)
Average Concentration (with Arsenic)
Average Concentration (without Arsenic)

PCO/POF RISK

RATIO Of OAU.T INTAKE TO RC'EXEHCS OOSt
Haxinu* Calculated Hazard I new (Child)
Average Ciieulatad Hazard Incttx (Child)

1 x 10-4
1 x 10-10

MC
MC

1 x 10-S to 1 x 10-4

23
MC

Arsenic
lis(2-ethylhexyl)prthalate

2,3,7,8-TCD Isuivelent

Lead. Mtrcvinr

•OILER HOJJE-aOILER MOUSf SOIL-TRI9ASS

eXCCSS LIFETIK* CANCIR ItSX
Highest Detected Concentration (with ArMnic) 3 i 10-S
NiaftMt Detected Concentration (withflut ArMntc) 2 x 10-5
Average Concentration (n(tfi Ar««n<c) K
Average Concentration (nittievt ArMnic)

FANS, PCS*. Arsanic
•AH*. K»a

Highest KSOfKar Risk

RATIO 0V OAICT
HMieua
Average

•OILER

M'tMNCS OOtt
tndam (Oil 14)

oczss LI FITix ama* its*
NigftMt Oetactaa) Cancantration
Average Concentration

Highest KDO/K9' liak

UTIO Of OAILT IMTAKf TO RI*fRtHCi OOSC
(UxirviK Calculated Hazard tndM (Child)
Average Calculated Hazard Index (Child)

* • 10-5 to 5 i 10-4 1.3,7.8-TCO Equivalent

433
MC

lead

2 I 10-4
•C

2 x 10-4 to 1 a 10-4

13*
MC

Arsenic

2.3.7.1-TCOO Equivalent

Lead, Mercury



Taete 6-5 (Page 2 o* 3)

E'pesure Jetting t<sk Si Hajor Cart.-'butsrj :o In*

JC:L-T»£SPUS

cj;s I.:FET:»<E
H<g.i«t :*te
A»«r«9«

tisr
Cjnctrtration

TIO CF DAilT IKTAtZ TO (CF'icMCI SCSE
Hxii-vn *a:ar« Iree* (CM 1C)
A»e-«?t «i:ard Inaex (CM Id)

3 * 10-7

1
0.7

PAM«
PANS

Lead, Etscsui'an
le»c

SE- 3 «E-ENT:C* POO SCIHEM;-TJES?»SJ

EXCESS LIFETIMC CAMS* II SI
Nigftnt OtttetM Canetntration
Average Conctntration

w:;o OF OAIL? IMTAKZ TO IEFEJEKCJ OOSE
M4X>'.TUD Hazard Ind«ji (CM' Id)
Av«-a;c Hazard [nd«« (Ciild)

3 i 10-!
6 x 10-6

PAH*, PC3*
PAMt, PCIS

LtM

£ AND
EXCESS UFET:»C ONCM «isr

Hij-nt Detected Concent nt; on
Ave>a;e Cmcercratfen

ur:o OF OA;LT INTAKZ TO REFEIEKCZ acst
Mai:mu« Hazard Index
Average Hazard Index

3 x 10-6
2 x 10-7

200
2

PAKi, PC»»
PAN*, PC3*

lead

S-S'*C* S9IL (0-2 FE£T)-*ES;OCNT[Ai. (4)

EXCESS LIFET:« CAMCI* nsx
Nignvtt 0«tcct*d Conetntrstion
Average Caneartr»tion
POO/POF lisk

•ATIO OF OAfLT IMTAtl TO KFdCNCI MSC
M«jti«ui Htiard lndt> (Child-1 «/d«r)

Indu (OiUd-0.1 |/«>y)
M«f»ji N«i«r̂  Indu (Mult)
Average NMM* tndu (OHleM g/*y)
Avera«« MHrtf tnrin (OilW-0.1 |/««r)

tnrin (Mult)

2 i 10-3
7 i 10-S

S x 10-S to 2 i 10-6

10000

1000
200
*•
10
2

PAMt, PCI*
PAMt, PCIi
2.3,7,8-TQO Equivalent

Load, CoeKl'tJ*, OiroMiui, Antinorty,
ioriui, Capper, Nongamese, M i c < c
Zinc

Load
load
Load. Nanfanaso
Load
Lood

MIL (0-H «rr)-t«SIO€«TIAL («)

UK
Cancantratfan

Average Cancantratlan
POO/PCDP IfU

UTtO OP DART IHTACT TO IIrIIINO OOSC
Maxinja Hazard Inde* (OiUd*1 fl/day)

dotard tndox (Oii(d-0.1 ayday)
HaxirvM Noiord Indai (Mult)
Average Major* IndM (Oifld-1 f/day>
Average Hazard tnde* (OiKd-O.I f/day)
Average Hazard tndai (Mult)

2 i 10-3
1 A 10-4

1 i 10-S ta 2 « 10-*

10000

1000
200
100
10
2

•AM. Pd»
•AN*. PCSa
2.3.7.1-TCDO equivalent

Load, CadaiitA. Chro«iu*, Antmooy.
•arfvai. Capper, Kiekat, Zinc

Lead
Lead
Load
Load
Lead



Tibi* 4-5 (Pace 3 of 3)

See AppendU 0 for calculations and

(a) "axiinai calculated risks are based on the

(b) Average calculated risks arc based on an area

detected C3rxn:-»t ion in toil or tediment.

h:ed tvcrtgc concentration for soil or »*diit»ot.

(cj NC indicatM Chat no area weighted cancent rations vert calculated. Average* were
not calculated because:
1) Data oas Insufficient to calculate an average.
2) lisks art calculated for eae.1 sutl or leeinmt sanc'.t analrx*d-

(d) Did not inel'joe oati from Area 3, pits and tanks.



Table 6-6 SuEiaary of Surfaoe Water Ingesticn and Azribient Air Inhalation Risks
by Media and Exposure Setting at the Laskin Poplar Oil Site

ccaTaiuiTcis TO I I S K

5.3'iCE WAT£»:

eSTtc* IT ;j£s?

Haj'oja Cjls-_:a:tri »:»t (a)

SAT13 OF SAIL' 1XTAI£ TO JE'-JEHd DCSe
Mu'-vn hazard incu (*)

fres.*«»tir Pond
Rtttnt'or Pcrrt

MA

0.3001
0.3007

No ct '.

C5.»E-E»T IT T»«S?*SSE»

EXCESS L I F E T I M E 1ANC«* IISK
Ha:ard Indix (S)

UT10 :F t MTicE TO 1E;E1£MC£ OCSE
i Indtx (5)

3 x 10-8 to 2 » 10-12 Vinyl eMorifit

0.3C5

A»B:ENT Aid:

EXCESS L I F E T I M E CANCSX IISS
CalfjiatrJ lisk (e)

*ATIO Of DAILY INTAKE TO UftXEMCZ OCSt
Ir«a«x (e)

4 x 10-8

<0. 00001

Vinyl tnioriet, H«:iyltn« enlerid*

IESXJS7EMOE3 KATE»!AL • INHALED IT TRESPASS**

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCCK USX
Maxinvn Caleultttd llsk (with ArMrfe) (e)
MaxiiVM Calculated litk (without Ar»«nie)

UTIO Qt 8AILT IMTAKI TO IEFEIEMCX OOSt
M >4ai»rd Inriu (c)

« i 10-9
1 i 10-9

0.004

•AH*
ic. PAHS

VCUkTlLlZIO CSNTAMiMAMTS • tHMALCD IT 81TI IQUNOMT IESIOEMTS

1 i 10-6

0.00001

EXCESS L I F E T I M E CAMC0 IISX
M*xiiuB Cal

IATIO Of OAt
»««xif»J

IESUS?EMOE9 NAT

EXCESS

DOSE

SITI

It*
titk («•<«» ATMnie) (e)
Ktk (without Ar««nie)

JUT 10 Of OAUT tMTAKE TO IEFE1EMCX OCSE
Hazard Index (e)

IA«T IISIOEMTS

2 » 10-7
5 i 10-8

0.012

Vinyl cMorid*. N«thyl«n« eMeridt

Ar««n<c.
•AN«



Table 4-4 <»»«e 2 e* 2)
SLMUUT OF SVIFACE y*TE* tNC£ST10M ADO API1EMT Alt INMAUT10* tIS«

IT HEDIA AHO EXPCS.1E SETT IMG
USC1M POPLAI Oil S1TI

•ujci CCNTIIH.TSIS TO «is«

VCLATIUZE3 CCNTAXINANTS • INHALES IT C F F S I T E 1 E 5 I 3 E N T

MCJIIOUI CalcjittW t iSK (d) 1 x 10-4 Vinyl c.llc-ifi«, Mcthylcn* eh>:ri:c

UT!0 Cf O A I L T INTAKE TO lErEaENCc 3CSE
xaz-lrxa *»:§rd Index O.CCCCCCCCS

lUTEJtIAL • tNMLEO IT Off SITE (ES;:EMT

excess urtTiMC CANCCI nsr
Muinui Calculated tisk (ui'tx Aratnie) (£) 2.4 x 10-10 Arsenic. PAHS
Muinji CitcuUted lisi (without Arsenic) 4 x 10-11 PAHs

tATIO Of O A I L T INTAKZ TO IEFERENC£ OCSC
Naxirut Hatird Index (c) 0.0002

(i> lisks »r» based on the highest detected cencentrtrion in oraite surface water.
(b) lisks are based on the highest predicted concentration* in Cemetery Creek.
(c) lisks are based en the predicted average onsite air concentration*.
(d) Ifsks are based on the predicted average o f f s i t e air concentrations.

§



Table 6-7 Carcinogenic Potency Factors for Chaaicals Detected at the LasXin
Poplar Oil Site
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Table 6-9 General Uncertainty Factors in RisJc Assessnents

Effect of Uncertainty
May
Cver-

May May estimate
Over- Onder- or Under-

estimate estimate estimate
ai.-.tv Kirtor Risk Sisk Sis*

The ca.-.rsr potencies used are upper
95 serre." -"fidence lir.its
derived frc- tha linearized multi-
stage r.cdel. This is considered to
be unlikely to underestimate the
true risk.

Risks are ass-ir.ed to be additive.
Risks nay net be additive because of
synerristir or antagonistic actions
of other cherirals.

Car.rer potencies and acceptable
intake levels are primarily derived
using laboratory ar.inal studies ar.d,
when available, nuaar. epideniological
or clinical studies. Extrapolation
of data fron high to low doses, from
one species to another, and from on*
exposure route to another nay intro-
duce uncertainty. In g«r.*ral, th*s«
tend to use conservative assumptions.

Net all carcinogenic potencies or
acceptable intakes used represent
the sane degree of certainty. All
are subject to change a* new
evidence becomes available.

Assuaes absorption is equivalent
across iaMJ««. thit is implicit in
the <**jflBfe <*4 **• *cceptable

fe>tancy factors
used

GLT810



Tfeble 6-10 Uncertainty Factors Specific to tte LasJcin Poplar Oil Site
f it

tffect of Cr.rsrtair.tv
May

Cver-
May May estirvate

Over- Cr.der- cr Under-
estimate estimate estimate

Risk Risk ?iss

All cf the daily i.-.ta.<e of arir.Xir.g
water is frc^ the srTur.cV-ater source
beir.s evaluated.

Net all cher.icals found at the site
have beer, assigr.ed critical tcxicity
values. They are not included in
the quantitative assessment.

All xntaJ^e of ccr.tajr.inar.ts is
assur.ed to core fror the r.edi-us
being evaluated. This does not take
into account other contaainar.t
sources such as diet, expcsurts
occurring at locations oth«r than th«
exposure point being evaluated, or
other environmental media which may
contribute to the intake of the
cr.er_ical (i.e., relative source
contribution is not accounted for).

Sans ling of environaental media may
result in loss of contaminants
present, especially VOCa.

Exposures through dermal absorption
are net quantified.

The public health, evaluation is

checiical *4|̂ ^̂ Blkĥ  tifew/er,

subset of̂ ^̂ ^̂ ĤKlir possible at

The standard asstiaptiens regarding
body weight, period exposed, life
expectancy, population characteris-
tics, and lifestyle may not be
representative for any actual expo-
sure situation.



(»-lO (?age 2 of 2)

Sffect of 'Jncerta i .-. t y

May
ver-
-.u.a
Sisk

May
Over-

May est irate
Under- or CT.der
st:.r.at« estix-ate
Risk ?— s '<

This assessment 13 based on the
preser.t understanding of the site
characteristics. Conditions at the
site or understanding of tj-.e site
nay change over tiae.

The exposures evaluated ass'une that
che-ical ccncentration regains
constant over the entire exposure
period. Transfer, transformation,
and transport processes r.ay alter
ch-r.iral co.-.centraticn in a aediur..

The accent of rtedia intake is as-
sur.ed to be constant and representa-
tive of the exposed population.

Assumptions regarding discharge and
dilution of groundwater into
Cer.etery Creek are considered to be
worst case.

Trespass exposures are based on
infrequent contact with csntaaiinated
material.

Residential exposures are based on a
lifetime of exposure.

Bailer hou
readily

Risks we
pathways

GLT810/5

assumed to be
trespassers.

•cross exposure



Table 9-1 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements for CUTS i A3 red
Alternatives at the Laskin Pcplar Oil Site
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE, JEFFERSON, OHIO

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. E?A) has
gathered information on the types and extent of
contamination, evaluated remedial treasures, and recocnended
re-ediai actions at the Laskin Poplar Oil site. Several
public ceetings vere held to explain the intent of the
project, describe the results, and receive connents fron the
public. Public participation in Superfund projects is
required in the National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Contingency Plan (NCP). Concents received from the public
are considered in the selection of the recedial action for
the site. This document summarizes the connents received
regarding the proposed final renedy and describes how they
were incorporated into the decisionnaking process.

The cocr.ur.ity relations responsiveness surriary has five
sections:

o Overview discusses U.S. EPA's reconnended
alternative for recedy of exposure to contaminated
material at the Laskin Poplar Oil site.

o Background on Community Involvement and Concerns
provides a brief history of community interest and
concerns raised during remedial planning
activities at the site.

o Public Cooments Received during Public Consent
Period summarizes both oral and written comments
received from the community and U.S. EPA's
responses grouped by the following topics:
general comments, recommended alternative
comments, and incinerator comments.

o Potential Responsible Party Comments summarizes
comments received from the PRPs and U.S. EPA's
responses.



o Ohio EPA Conaaents and U.S. EPA Responses
surrr.arizes comments received from Ohio EPA and
U.S. EPA's responses.

In addition, Attachment A identifies the community relations
activities conducted by U.S. EPA during the remedial
response activities at the site. Attachment B is the
revised Figure 4-3 from the Feasibility Study report.
Attachment C is a letter from U.S. EPA to Ohio EPA
explaining its rationale for selecting Alternative 3A.

The detailed transcript cf the Feasibility Study public
meeting and the written comments are not included, but they
are available for public inspection from U.S. EPA, Region V,
in Chicago. Copies are also available in the Administrative
Record at the following repositories:

Ashtabula County Disasters Services Offices
Ashtabula County Court House
25 West Jefferson Street
Jefferson, Ohio 44047
216/997-9341

Ashtabula County District Library
335 West 44th Street
Ashtabula, Ohio 44004
216/576-9148

OVERVIEW

During the public comment period, the U.S. EPA presented
eight alternatives to remediate the potential for exposure
to contaminated groundwater and soil at the Laskin Poplar
Oil site and also a no-action alternative. The EPA
recommended capping the contaminated soil and installing a
groundvater diversion trench around the contaminated soil.
The cap and the trench would prevent water from filtering
through the contaminated soil. All dioxin-contaminated
materials amenable to thermal treatment would be
incinerated; the rest would be disposed of beneath the cap
in a concrete vault.



The public cocz:er»ts received were generally supportive of
£?A's reccmendaticn. Most of che comments received at the
public hearing pertained to operation of the incinerator.
Soce concern was expressed about the ability of the
incinerator to safely and effectively destroy material
contaminated with PC3s and dioxin. Most of the discussion
about the incinerator, however, concerned the conitoring of
stack emissions and reporting the test results to the
i.~._e~ti51ed pub

BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

Ccmunity invclvenent in this project began in 197i when
residents living near the site began complaining to the site
owner and local officials about bad odors resulting from the
firing of the boilers and fron the onsite ponds and pits.
In July 1978, concerned citizens submitted a complaint to
Ohio EPA requesting that operations at the site cease. From
1978 to 1980, residents sought to stop the oil recycling
activities of the Laskin roplar Oil Company and became
involved in several local court cases. In 1980, local
residents formed a citizens' group called the Cotanittee for
Clean Environment. The purpose of the group was to monitor
events at the site and to work for quick remediation by
local and state governments of site-related problems. Their
efforts succeeded in 1981 when the Ashtabula County Court of
Connon Pleas issued a court order banning oil recycling
activities by the Laskin Poplar Oil Company.

In 1983, the U.S.- EPA plactd the site on the National
Priorities List (NPL). Local residents attended a public
hearing that described the remedial investigation (RI)
process, and they and officials contributed to the
formulation of the community relations plan (CRP). In
August 1987, area residents attended an availability session
to discuss onsite progress with U.S. EPA staff. Later that
month, area residents attended a public meeting to comment
on the feasibility study for the source material removal
operable unit. In March 1989 a number of residents and
local officials were contacted to update the CRP. In April
1989, residents attended a public meeting concerning U.S.
EPA's recommended remedial action.



Citizen interest and involvement has been mobilized largely
through the efforts of a few individuals, particularly Mr.
Verh Hall. Mr. Hall, a Jefferson Towr.ship Trustee, acts as
a key contact for exchange of information on the site in the
Jefferson community

Throughout the R'.'FS process, the public expressed these

Health issues related to the pathways of possible
exposure to contaminants during the period of
Las^in's operation. These include exposure to the
burning of ?C3 contaminated oil and exposure to
dioxin.

Health issues related to potential exposure to
contaminants associated with the site.

The amount of time U.S. E?A has spent conducting
the RI/FS. Residents have expressed frustration
over the length of tine the RI/FS has taken to
complete. The community has been concerned about
the site since the late 1970s and some residents
wonder why renediation has not been expedited.

The frequency of information distributed to the
connunity. Receiving accurate information about
the EPA's activities at the site is a major
concern of local residents. Residents have found
the fact sheets and availability sessions are a
good technique for providing information to the
community. Residents have expressed a strong
interest in the proposed incinerator. Some
residents have suggested that a fact sheet
describing the operation and monitoring procedures
for the incinerator should be distributed to the
community.

The operation of the incinerator, including
incinerator byproducts, length of operation, and
frequency of emission tests.



Use of local contractors during remedial action.
A state government official indicated that local
contractors should be used as much as possible in
the remedial action work. It was felt that the
use of local contractors was important to all
county residents.

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC
COMMENT PERIOD AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This responsive-ess surzsary addresses both oral and written
consents received by the U.S. EPA concerning the RI/FS for
the Laskin Poplar Oil site. The concent period was held
fron April 12 to May 12, 1989. A public meeting was held on
April 26 at the Ashtabula County Courthouse to allow the
public to present oral and written consents.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Mr. Gordon Hcusel had questions regarding the
effect of the cleanup on the sucner fair. His
questions pertained to:

o The ability of people to park on Laskin's
property during the fair

o The starting date for onsite cleanup
activities

o The level of activity during lair Week and
the rest of the sunner

U.S. EPA's Response: Mo incineration will takt
place this summer. If demolition work occurs this
sunntr, the community relations coordinator (CRC)
for the site will work closely with fair officials
to minimize any adverse effects on the fair. U.S.
EPA has no authority to prohibit vehicles from
parking on the southeast corner of the Laskin
property during the fair unless parking interferes
with the remedial work.



Ms. Margaret Schossler ar.d Mr. Ray Sappcrito had
questions regarding a car.cer study done in the
area. They asked:

o For a clarification between a risk assessment
and a cancer study

o When the study was conducted

o The scope cf the study

U.S. EPA's Response: As part of the RI/FS
process, two different assessments were performed
to determine the impacts of the onsite
contaminants on the community. The first
assessment, a risk assessment, was performed by
consultants during the RI to evaluate the
potential for adverse effects to public health or
the environment if no remedial action were taken
beyond the scheduled pit, tank, and soil removal
(Source Removal Operable Unit remedial action).
The risk assessment identified ways that people or
wildlife could be exposed to contaminants from the
site and evaluated potential exposure settings for
existing and possible future site uses. Under
existing site conditions, exposure may occur if
people have direct contact with exposed
contaminants in the surface soil, surface water,
sediments, and structures on the site. Risks were
also evaluated for the future site use setting of
residential development of the site. Exposures
that may be of concern if such development occurs
include exposure of construction workers to
contaminated subsurface materials, and exposure of
future residents to contaminants present in the
shallow groundwater if it is used as a water
supply. Exposure to contaminants was evaluated
for both carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic health
•ffects. The risks from onsite exposure and
future site use are summarized in Table 1-2 of the
FS report.



The second assessnenc performed was a health
assessment. The health assessment was performed
by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry (ASTDR). A health assessnenc examines a
population's level of exposure to contaminants
through environmental and human exposure pathways;
i.e., ingestion of groundvater, surface water, and
soil. The data used by ASTDR in their health
assessment were taken from the RI conducted in
1986. Unlike a risk assessment, a health
assessment does not consider future uses of the
site in determining the effects of the
contaminants on a population's health. The health
assessment is concerned only with a population's
historic exposure to onsite contaminants through
exposure pathways. If the health assessment
reveals chat a population has been exposed to the
onsite contaminants through environmental and
human exposure pathways, a health study is usually
done. During the health study, the local
population undergoes a number of medical tests to
determine the possible effects of the contaminants
on their health. A cancer study is one possible
study within a health study. Because local
residents have not been exposed to the
contaminants on the Laskin site through such
exposure pathways as groundwater, surface water,
and ingesting soil, the ASTDR determined there was
no need to conduct a health study. A copy of
ASTDR's health assessment is located in local
repositories.

3. Mr. Alvin Laskin indicated that the PRPs are not
going to pay for the cleanup. He stated that they
will add the cleanup cost to the cost of their
products and the public will pay the price.

U.S. EPA's Response: PRPs may raise the cost of
their products to pay for the cost of the remedial
action; however, U.S. EPA has no way of knowing
whether that will happen. U.S. EPA's
responsibility under CERCLA is to identify the
PRPs and obtain compensation from them to pay for



the necessary remedial action. U.S. EPn. has no
control over the source of funds PRPs use to pay
for remedial action work.

4. Mr. Gene Trhlin inquired whether U.S. EPA has
sufficient funding to police the PRPs and enforce
its proposed alternative.

U.S. EPA's Response: Under the Superfund
Amendments and Reaurhorizatior. Act (SARA) , U.S.
EPA can obtain oversight costs from the PRPs. If
a negotiated settlement with the PRPs fails, U.S.
EPA can proceed with the remedial action and use
the courts to recover the remedial action costs
fron the PRPs; or it can seek adninistrative or
judicial orders requiring the PRPs to perform the
reaedy. During the course of the PR? remedial
design and action, U.S. EPA will do whatever is
necessary to monitor and verify the progress of
the PRPs' remedial actions. Funding and
contractor assistance are available for oversight,
and the state of Ohio may also be active in this
area.

5. Mr. Gene Trhlirx also asked whether the EPA
representatives knew of any action being taken to
prevent oil spills such as the one in Alaska.

U.S. EPA's Response: The U.S. EPA does not wish
to respond to comments on the Alaskan oil spill
since It is not related to tht Laskin Poplar Oil
cleanup.

6. Ms. Margaret Schossler expressed a concern that,
with big contracts such as this one, the
activities that are promised to be done are never
don*.

U.S. EPA's Response: The recommendations made in
the ROD and other pertinent documents vill be
followed in completing the remedial vork onsitt.
During the course of the remedial action there may
be minor modifications to the recommended

8



ac-ivities, but the character of the cleanup
cannot change substantially without giving the
public an opportunity to cccaent on the changes.
The schedules of activities for this project are
available to the public at the local repositories.
If anyone feels that the cleanup is not proceeding
according to the plan, the C3.C cr the RPM should
be contacted to resolve the problen.

7. Mr. Alvin Laskin stated that he videotaped a
250,000-gallon discharge of oil into Cecetery
Creek froa a dike that had been weakened froc
digging done by U.S. E?A.

U.S. EPA's Response: In the process of working on
the dike, there was a discharge of oil into
Cenetery Creek. The action is viewed as a spill,
not an intentional discharge.

8. Mr. Alvin Laskin stated that the EPA has approved
the burning of oil containing up to 50 parts per
nillicn of PC3s by a greenhouse in Massachusetts.

U.S. EPA's Response: The Massachusetts oil site
is a completely different situation. The
Massachusetts greenhouse is burning
PCB-contaninated oil at a temperature that
destroys the PCBs. Laskin's boilers operated at
considerably lover temperatures, and sampling
indicates that he burned oil with much higher
levels of PCBs.

9. Leaseway Transportation Corporation stated that
Alternative 6, th« state's recommended remedial
action, will yield no enhanced protection and
could cost more than four times that of
Alternative 3A, the recommended remedial action,
and take twice as long to complete. Leaseway
further stated that because of the time required
to complete Alternative 6, local residents and the
environment may actually be exposed to more
hazardous constituents than under Alternative 3A.



U.S. ErA's Response: Alternative 6 would
eliminate the need for long-tern nar.agenent of the
site. However, it as well as Alternative 3A would
provide adequate protection of hunan health and
the environment. Because of the cost of
Alternative 6 and the potential adverse inpacts on
the corzsunity over its 4-year implementation
period, it has been Judged by U.S. E?A to be less
desirable than Alternative 3A.

COMMENTS ON THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

1. Mr. Charles Long expressed his support for the
recontended alternative. He asked whether the
freshwater pond and retention pond would be
drained and filled and where the dirt to fill the
pond would be found.

U.S. EPA's Response: Under the reconnended
alternative, both the freshwater pond and the
retention pond will be drained and filled. Sone
of the soil used to fill the ponds may be found
onsite. In the event that onsite soil is
incapable of filling both ponds, clean fill will
be inported.

2. Mr. Gene Trhlin asked about the depth of the
groundwater diversion trench, its purpose, and the
purpose of the cap.

U.S. EPA's Response: The groundwater diversion
trench will be 25 to 40 feet deep and will prevent
groundwater chat is flowing north to Cemetery
Creek from flowing into the site and coming into
contact with the contaminated soil. The proposed
multilayered cap will cover approximately 3.5
acres and will virtually prevent water (rain,
snovmelt) from filtering through to the
contaminated soil beneath the cap.

3. Mr. Alvin Laskin said it appeared that the
groundwater diversion trench would destroy the
front of his house.

10



U.S. EPA's Respcr.se: The construction of the
underground trench proposed under the plan should
not disturb Mr. Laskin's house.

4. Mr. Gene Trhlin had questions regarding the cost
of the remedial alternative. Eis questions
pertained to:

o The method used tc determine -he cost

o Cleanup activities included in the cost

c The method used to award contracts for
remedial action

U.S. EPA's Response: The estimated cost of this
project is based largely on existing contracts
fron other Superfund sites. The cost of this
project includes the total range of construction
activities required to cocplete the remedial
action, and the cost estimates were made based on
the assumption that U.S. EPA would perform the
remedial action at the site. The incinerator is a
large pare of the cost. Also included in the cost
are activities such as earthmoving and well
drilling and material costs for items such as the
fill and synthetic material in the cap. As a U.S.
EPA project, any remedial action contracts
associated with this project will be let to the
lowest responsive and responsible bidder. If the
PRPs perform the remedial action they are not
required co award the contracts co the lowest
bidder; however, they may choose co do so.

5. Ms. Martha Demshar expressed concern about
children gaining access to the site and asked what
type of fencing would be used onsite and the
extent of the site that would be fenced.

U.S. EPA's Response: The current proposal
includes a 6-foot-high cyclone fence topped with
barbed wire located around the perimeter of the

11



property. Signs on the fence will identify the
property as a Superfund site.

6. Mr. Ray Sapporito supported EPA's recommendation
as long as the project oversight that was
described actually takes place.

U.S. EPA's Response: From the design phase
through completion of construction and during
mcr.itcring, U.S. E?A ar.d its representatives will
oversee all remedial action work.

7. Mr. Vern Hall expressed a preference for removing
all contaminants onsite as recommended under
Alternative 6, but added that Alternative 3A is
the nest econonically feasible alternative, the
least disruptive to the community, and it has the
least potential for further environmental damage.

U.S. EPA's Response: Alternative 3A is the
recommended remedy because it will minimize and
mitigate threats to public health and welfare and
the environment. The recommended alternative
provides adequate protection of public health and
the environment, and the shorter period of
incineration will have less short-term inpact on
the community than Alternative 6. In addition,
Alternative 3A will provide this protection at a
substantially lover cost, making the selected
remedy more cost-effective than Alternative 6.

8. Leaseway Transportation Corporation supports the
selection of Alternative 3A because of the
expedient way it prevents contaminants from
migrating offsite in a manner that was consistent
with all obligatory criteria of the National
Contingency Plan (except state acceptance).
Leaseway questioned the need for a multilayered
engineered cap in Alternative 3A. They asked
whether • solution less extravagant than a
multilayered cap but more effective than 2 feet of
soil could be used without jeopardizing the
alternative's effectiveness.

12



U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA acknowledges the
support for its recocnended recedy. An engineered
cap is oore reliable than a soil cover because it
is thicker and because the synthetic barrier would
provide visual indication of whether the cap has
been breached or exposed. In addition, the
nultilayered cap virtually eliminates the
potential for surface va-.er r.o tr.cve through the
soil and come into contact with the contaminated
material and generate contaminated groundwater.

COMMENTS ON THE INCINERATOR

1. Mr. Vern Hall and Ms. Margaret Schossler had
questions regarding the material to be incinerated
and the byproducts of incineration. The questions
pertained to:

o The type of pollutants to be incinerated
o The byproducts of incineration (dioxin, ash)
o Pollution control measures on the incinerator
o The toxicity of the byproducts

U.S. EPA's Response: Under the recoonended
alternative, an incinerator would burn soil and
ash fron the boiler house. The materials being
incinerated are contaminated with PCBs, dioxin,
and other contaminants. The end products of
incineration are ash and flu* gases. It is
difficult to predict the composition of the ash,
but it will be tested regularly to ensure that it
does not contain unacceptable levels of
contaminants. If the ash contains unacceptable
levels of contaminants it will either be
reincinerated or treated as a hazardous waste and
disposed of in an offsite licensed hazardous waste
facility. The dioxins should be completely
incinerated. Although dioxins are formed by the
incomplete combustion of PCBs, the proposed
incinerator has the capability to destroy dioxin.
To control air emissions, the incinerator will be
equipped with a number of pollution control

13



devices including a particulace scrubber that
captures parciculates, acid gases, and metals.

2. Ms. Margaret Schossler asked about the ownership
of the incinerator to be used in the remedial
action and the role of the PRPs in incineration.

U.S. EPA's Response: The incinerator proposed for
this project will be owned by the remedial action
contractor. Its design will be examined and
approved by U.S. E?A before it i< allowed to be^in
operation. The incinerator will come from a
manufacturer, and is not U.S. EPA's incinerator.

The PRPs are under a U.S. EPA administrative order
to conduct the operable unit incineration and as
such are responsible for hiring a remedial action
contractor to perform the incineration. There is
as yet no resolution of whether PRPs or U.S. EPA
will conduct the final remedial action. It is
U.S. EPA's intent to have the PRPs conduct the
final site remedial action, including
incineration, in which case the same incinerator
used for the Source Removal Operable Unit could be
used.

3. Mr. Ray Sapporito said that his readings of
research on PCS incineration indicated that
effective PCB destruction through incineration is
possible if the burn temperatures are hot enough.

U.S. EPA's Response: PCBs can be destroyed
effectively through incineration if the
incinerators are built and operated according to
specifications that include the proper
temperatures and residence time.

4. Ms. Margaret Schossler felt that incinerators were
incapable of burning at a temperature high enough
co destroy PCBs.

U.S. EPA's Response: Dioxins can be formed as a
result of low temperature burning of PCBs. If

U



temperatures are not high enough there is the
potential for the formation of dioxin. The EPA is
aware of this and will prevent this phenomenon
fron occurring by requiring an incinerator capable
of producing temperatures sufficient to destroy
PC3s and by requiring a test burn and process
controls that ensure the incinerator meets
regulatory standards.

Ms. Margaret Schosslsr, Mr. Gabe Demshar, and Mr.
Vern Eall had questions regarding monitoring
incinerator emissions and reporting laboratory
results of emission tests. Their questions
pertained to:

o The people responsible for onsite monitoring
of incinerator emissions

o The frequency and duration of monitoring and
inspection activities

o The responsibility of hiring a laboratory to
test emissions

o The ratio of onsite to offsite analyses

o The availability of test results for public
inspection

o The turnaround time on emission tests

o The frequency of test burns and their role in
determining standards for normal operation

o The air sampling plan

U.S. EPA's Response: Before full operation of the
incinerator, a test burn will be done co establish
the operation parameters. When the incinerator
is operating full time, its emissions and
operational parameters will be monitored regularly
to ensure that the incinerator meets the standards
set in the test burn. Although the onsite

15



monitoring will be done by the remedial action
contractor and not U.S. E?A, U.S. EPA staff or its
representatives will regularly monitor the results
of the contractor performing the emission tests.
The frequency of the tests depends on the sample
being tested. Some parameters require continuous
monitoring, whereas other parameters require less
frequent monitoring. Seme of the tests will be
performed at the cnsite laboratory. Other tests
will be performed in off site laboratories. Some
parameters will be monitored by equipment
installed on the incinerator. The test results
for the various samples can be placed periodically
in the local repositories. The parameters to be
tested for and the testing procedures will be
documented in a Quality Assurance Project Plan
that will be developed and approved before actual
testing.

Mr. Vern Hall and Ms. Margaret Schossler asked
about the length of time the incinerator would
operate and its noise level.

U.S. EPA's Response: It will take approximately
3 months to incinerate the dioxin-contaninated
materials onsite. As part of the source removal
operable unit, the incineration will take
approximately 8 months. It is important to note
that incinerationn times are not additive. If
incineration under the Source Removal Operable
Unit remediation and the final remedy are
combined, the incineration time for all the
material in both operable units will be
approximately 10 months. Once the permits are
secured for operating the incinerator and the test
burns art completed, the incinerator will operate
24 hours * day. The incinerator will be equipped
with devices that lessen the noise.

Ms. Margaret Schossler stated that hazardous waste
incineration is riddled with unknowns and that
U.S. EPA's oversight of hazardous waste
incineration has been inadequate. She also said
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that the risks to health and the environment of a
coccunity that has an incinerator has risen. She
stated that incineration is a controlled and
officially sanctioned toxic waste leak through
stack eaissior.s ar.d ash disposal.

U.S. EPA's Response: 3y law, the Superfund
program is mandated to protect hunan health and
the environment in selecting a cleanup strategy.
The ir.cir.sraticn plarr.ed for this site has been
proven effective in other locations. U.S. E?A
will monitor every phase of the incineration
process frcm the design phase to emission tests
when the incinerator is fully operational to
ensure that the standards are being met. With the
stringent controls and oversight U.S. EPA
maintains in the incineration, process, the health
of the community and the environment will be
protected.

8. Mr. Gene Trhlin stated that incineration is the
lesser of two evils we have to accept until there
is better technology.

U.S. EPA's Response: Incineration is the most
effective neans of destroying the contaminants
present at the site. Incineration is a proven
technology and when done according to our
specifications the community's health and the
environment are protected.

9. Mr. Vern Hall recommended that the incinerator's
emission test rtsults be posted at the Ashtabula
County Disaster Services Office.

U.S. EPA's Response: Since the Ashtabula County
Disaster Services Office functions as a local
repository, emission test results can be placed
there periodically.
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PRP COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD AM) U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This section addresses the written comments submitted on
behalf of the PRPs during the consent period. A copy of the
comments received are available from U.S. EPA, Region V.
The coizments in this section were submitted by:

o Freedrzar., Levy, Kroll & Siccnds, Counsellors at
Law, on behalf of Perfection Corporation

o Squire, Sanders & Der.psey, Counsellors at Law, on
behalf of Ashland Oil, Inc., Cleveland Electric
Illuminating Company, Consolidated Rail
Corporation, White Consolidated Industries, Inc.
(including its Copes-Vulcan and former R-P&C Valve
Divisions), Shell Oil Company, Mobil Oil
Corporation, Sun Refining and Marketing Company,
Inc., Matlack, Inc., and Anchor Motor Freight,
Inc.

o Fuller 4 Henry, Counsellors at Law, and
Engineering-Science, Inc. on behalf of the Laskin
Task Force

In addition to the concents listed below, the firm of
Freedman, Levy, Kroll & Simonds also submitted comments
concerning the Phased Feasibility Study of August 1987.
Those comments and U.S. EPA's responses are found in the
Responsiveness Summary that followed the Phased Feasibility
Study and will not be repeated here.

1. Freedman, Levy, Kroll & Simonds stated that U.S.
EPA has inappropriately named Perfection in a
CERCLA 106 Order and certain liable parties have
inappropriately sued Perfection in a third-party
action.

U.S. EPA's Response: The question of Perfection
Corporation's status as a PRP and being named in a
106 Order are not factors in the choice of
remediation action. These legal matters are under

18



consideration by U.S. E?A Regional Counsel or are
the subject of ongoing litigation.

2. Freedcan, Levy, Krcll & Sincnds stated that U.S.
EPA's heavy reliance on thermal treatment in the
remedial action is not justified. The expensive
thermal treatment recocrended by U.S. EPA has
increased the total cleanup cost to a level in
excess of what is necessary to protect public
health.

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA studied nine
alternatives before selecting the recocnended
remedial action. Within the nine alternatives the
level of treatnent varied. Soce alternatives had
no provision for treatnent while others made it a
najor component of the cleanup process. In the
process of selecting the reconnended remedial
action, U.S. EPA did not focus solely on the cost
of the alternative. The alternative's cost was
only one of nine criteria considered. After each
alternative was evaluated for the nine criteria,
Alternative 3A was selected as the renedial action
because it represented the best balance anong the
evaluation criteria. Alternative 3A will
incinerate the least amount of contaminated
material of the four alternatives that relied on
incineration.

3. Squire, Sanders & Dempsey, and Freedman, Levy,
Kroll k Simonds stated several concerns about U.S.
EPA's ability to perform remedial action at the
Laskitx sic*. They are:

o U.S. EPA may only perform remedial action at
the Laskin site if that action is necessary
as a result of a release or threatened
release of hazardous substances

o The fact that petroleum and its constituents
are not hazardous substances means that U.S.
EPA cannot use Superfund monies to respond to
releases of petroleum.
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o The feasibility study does not distinguish
petroleun from hazardous substances, and thus
fails to indicate whether any potential
Agency remedial action would be authorized by
law.

U.S. EPA's Response: It is clear that there have
been releases and threats of releases of hazardous
substances at and frcn the site. Whether these
substances are nixed with petroleun products has
no bearing on the obligation and authority of the
U.S. E?A to respond to such threats or require
others to do so. The scope of the petroleum
exclusion is, as this comnenter is aware, the
subject of litigation pending in the Northern
District of Ohio. The U.S. EPA believes the FS
correctly addressed the types and effects of the
hazardous substances present at the site.

4. Freednan, Levy, Kroll & Sinonds stated that U.S.
EPA's "land ban" concerns may have been based on
erroneous constructions of the law and U.S. EPA
has never satisfactorily explained how it has
reached its conclusions. The coomenter did not
specify the nature of the "erroneous
constructions" of the "land ban" lav.

U.S. EPA's Response: The applicability of th*
land ban is based on U.S. EPA's interpretation
that when wastes from different units arc put into
one unit, placement of hazardous waste has
occurred, thus triggering the restrictions. The
tanks are clearly separate units from the pits or
whatever other area that could be chosen for
consolidation.

5. The Laskin Task Force and Freedman, Levy, Kroll t
Simonds stated that if U.S. EPA selects
Alternative 3A, the source removal operable unit
and the final remedy should be combined.
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U.S. EPA's Respor.se: U.S. E?A would like to
combine the source renoval operable unit and the
final remedy in an effort to reduce the total cost
of the remedial action, to reduce the impact on
the coonunity, and to accelerate the cleanup
required under the Source Removal Operable Unit
remedial action.

6. ?resd=an, Levy, Kroll & Sinonds stated that U.S.
EPA ar.d the PRPs should reach a settlement on this
site by focusing on a settlement in a coordinated
fashion.

U.S. EPA's Response: It is in the public's best
interest to reach a rational and integrated
settlement at the site and U.S. EPA is actively
pursuing this. The scope and form of a settlement
are not issues that need to be addressed in
connection with the ROD.

7. Squire, Sanders i Dempsey stated that, to the
extent that U.S. EPA's proposed remedial action
purports to be based on the need to address
problems presented by PCBs and certain other
hazardous substances, the PRPs should not be held
liable for such costs because they sent no
materials aside from petroleum.

U.S. EPA's Response: Issues of PRP liability are
not properly addressed in connection with the ROD.

8. Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that U.S. EPA
muse consider all phases of remediation at the
site in determining the overall cost effectiveness
of the remediation. Since the final proposed
remediation included capping, the FS should have
considered whether the use of a cap could
eliminate the need for heat treatment, thereby
lowering the total cost of remediation at the
site.

U.S. EPA's Response: The FS determined that
capping the contaminated area of the site would
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not reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of
the dioxin-contaminated material. Under SARA,
there is a preference for selecting alternatives
that include treatment. This is particularly
important when dealing with dioxin because of its
high toxicity. Alternative 3A provides a balance
where certain contaminated materials are treated
and others are contained in a cost-effective
manner that protects human health and the
environment.

The Source Removal Operable Unit remedy was
selected before the final remedy, consistent with
Section 300.68(c) of the National Contingency Plan
(November 20, 1985), which states that operable
unit implementation may begin before selection of
an appropriate final remedial action if such
measures are cost-effective and consistent with
the permanent remedy. The findings of
cost-effectiveness and consistency with the
permanent remedy were made for the Source Removal
Operable Unit in the ROD for that remedy selection
dated September 30, 1987.

Hazardous wastt landfill capping was considered in
the operable unit remedy selection and was .
determined an inappropriate remedial action for
these materials given the CERCLA Section 121
preference for remedial actions that include
treatment that permanently and significantly
reduce volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous
substances and concerns about the long-term
effectiveness of capping to contain these
materials* It was in the judgment of the U.S. EPA
that, since the soils to be remediated under the
Source Removal Operable Unit remedial action are
saturated, the nonaqueous liquid hazardous
material contained in the soil would still have
the potential to migrate even after the site is
devatered.

The final remedy, which includes placement of a
hazardous waste landfill cap over the remaining
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site contaminated soils, is consistent with the
Source Renoval Operable Unit remedy selection and
does not render that remedial action not
cost-effective.

9. The Laskin Task Force and Squire, Sanders &
Denpsay acknowledge Alternative 3A's superiority
to Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 with respect to cost
effectiveness, implementability, and protection of
the environment ^̂ .d human, health.

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA acknowledges
support for its recommendation.

10. The Laskin Task Force and Squire, Sanders &
Denpsey stated that the dioxin vault should be
placed in a location that will minimize
disturbance or damage to the site, including the
cap, if future dioxin removal or treatment is
necessary.

U.S. EPA's Response: The final location of the
dioxin. vault will be determined during remedial
design. The vault will be located to minimize
disruption to the cap and provide protection to
the public during the temporary storage of the
dioxin-contaminated material.

11. Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that the proposed
remediation of the retention pond and drainage of
the freshwater pond, two areas considered
uncontaminated by U.S. EPA, unnecessarily increase
the total project cost.

U.S. EPA's Response: The retention pond and the
freshwater pond are being filled because they act
as recharge areas for the groundwater onsite and
they art in direct conflict with the cap. Filling
the ponds will help lower the groundwater table
onsite, reducing the amount of water that passes
through the contaminated soil.
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12. Squire, Sanders i Dempsey stated that U.S. £?A
cannot support its proposed remedial action for
the source control operable unit with a risk
assesscent that is inaccurate and incooplete.

U.S. EPA's Response: This concent has been
ansvered in the Responsiveness Sumary for the
1987 phased feasibility study.

13. Squire, Sanders & Dei^psey stated several concerns
about the feasibility study's assumptions about
dioxin contamination and the proposed remedy.
They are:

o The assumption that the entire boiler house
structure is contaminated and that the soil
is contaminated to a depth of 3 feet is
inappropriate.

o The feasibility study provides no valid basis
for the selected dioxin remedy.

o There is no need to segregate the dioxin-
contaminated material and other matter. U.S.
EPA should consolidate the boiler house
equipment under the cap.

U.S. EPA's Response: Sufficient information was
gathered during the RI to compare alternatives in
the FS and choose a remedy in the Record of
Decision. In addition, dioxins were found in the
soil floor of the boiler house, in the boilers,
and in the ash from the smokestack. With
documented dioxin contamination this widespread,
it was felt that other parts of the boiler house
were also contaminated and the decision was made
to incinerate the entire structure. While it is
true that the FS did assume the boiler floor was
contaminated to a depth of 3 feet, that assumption
was viewed as a conservative estimate. Additional
data must be collected during the remedial design
to refine the extent of dioxin contamination.



These data will then precisely define the soil
that needs to be incinerated.

The site-specific remedial action goals for the
boiler house soil and ash are identical to those
for the other onsite soil, but because of the
presence of highly toxic dioxins they are not
grouped with the other soil. Dioxin-contaminated
materials must conform to special treatment and
disposal requirements (i.e., destruction and
removal efficiencies). Keeping the dioxin-
contaminated materials separate will allow for the
ultimate disposal of materials that cannot be
thermally treated or decontaminated.

14. Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that the heat
treatment remedy for dioxin-contaminated equipment
and soil may not be cost-effective if the PRP-
directed cleanup of the source operable unit does
not include onsite incineration.

U.S. EPA's Response: It has already been
determined that incineration of the source
material in the source operable unit will take
place onsite.

15. Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that it may be
unnecessary to pursue both heat treatment and the
concrete vault.

U.S. EPA's Response: The concrete vault, unlike
thermal treatment, is not viewed as a permanent
treatment. The vault will hold dioxin-
contaminated wastes that are not amenable to
incineration or decontamination at this time.
When the ultimate disposal of the dioxin-
contaminated materials is determined by U.S. EPA,
they will be removed from the vault and disposed
of. Currently, there are no known commercial
facilities that will accept dioxin-contaminated
material for treatment or disposal.
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17. Squire, Sanders & Dettpsey seated that U.S. E?A has
violated due process, SARA administrative
procedures, and the Freedom of Information Act by
failing to provide sufficient tine to connent on
the renedial investigation and the feasibility
study.

U.S. EPA's Response: The public connent period
must last a minimum of 21 days as specified under
the National Contingency Plan. A 30-day cccnent
period for the site extended from April 12 to
May 12, 1939. On April 12, 1989, the U.S. EPA
published announcements of the availability of the
Proposed Plan and FS documents in two separate
local newspapers. The U.S. EPA feels adequate
time was provided for review of and concent on the
feasibility study.

Furthermore, the RI report has been available for
public review since December 1988. It was
available at the U.S. EPA Region V offices in
Chicago and in the two established public
repositories near the site (Ashtabula County
Disasters Services Office and the Ashtabula County
District Library). A copy of the RI report could
also have been obtained from the U.S. EPA.

18. The Laskin. Task Force stated that tht additional
benefit of an interceptor trench should be
evaluated after the impacts of draining and
filling the ponds is assessed. Tht groundwater
table should be monitored throughout the sit*
remediation and the decision about the necessity
of tht diversion trench should be delayed until
near tht tnd of remediation.

U.S. EPA's Response: Tht purpost of tht
groundvattr trench is to prevent groundwater
flowing coward Cemetery Creek from coming in
contact with tht contaminated soil. It is trut
that groundwater inflow at tht sitt is a small
ptrctntagt of tht bast flow from tht sitt. During
tht remedial design phase, afttr tht pond

26



dewacering, groundwater volumes will be reassessed
and the location and size of the trench will be
reexanined. Current information from the site,
however, indicates that the diversion trench is
necessary to effectively divert upgradient
groundwater to prevent that groundvater from
coning into contact with contaminated soils.

19. The Laskin Task Force stated that the onsite
residents should relocate to an area away from the
site during construction and operation of the
remedial action.

U.S. EPA's Response: Although U.S. EPA does not
intend to relocate the site's residents during the
remedial action, it would be to their advantage to
relocate during that time and the U.S. EPA will
inform them accordingly.

20. The Laskin Task Force stated that capping the
contaminated soil onsite will attain the goals of
protecting public health by isolating contaminated
soil from possible future contact and limiting
infiltration and future impacts on groundwater
quality.

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA acknowledges
support for its recommendation.

21. The Laskin Task Fore* stated that the methods for
implementing the components of Alternative 3A,
including choosing the location of the dioxin
vault, should be described in the remedial design
document, not in the Record of Decision.

U.S. EPA's Response: The feasibility study's
selected alternative and the Record of Decision
describe the general concept of the remedial
action. The final vault location will be
determined during the remedial design phase.
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OHIO EPA COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC
COMMENT PERIOD AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This responsiveness stannary addresses the written connents
submitted by the Ohio EPA during the comment period. A copy
of the comments received are available at U.S. EPA, Region
V, Chicago.

i. A number of comments and questions concerned the
proposed cap and diversion trench. These include:

o Alternatives 3A, 4AV and 5A do not
convincingly demonstrate that the remedy will
eliminate recharge to the area of groundwater
contamination under the site.

o In Alternative 3A, an uncapped area ranging
in width from 25 feet to 50 feet will exist
between the cap and the landfill. How will
surface runoff from the cap and precipitation
falling on that area be diverted?

o How will surface drainage from the capped
area be tied into the diversion trench?

U.S. EPA's Response: The FS report describes the
general concept and the approximate location of
the cap and trench. The engineered scheme
presented in the report will be designed to
provide effective dewatering of the site. During
remedial design, the exact locations of the cap
and trench will be determined based upon design
investigations. The cap will be designed to allow
virtually no infiltration into the contaminated
soil inside the diversion trench, as it is
anticipated that there will be no uncapped area
inside the diversion trench (see Attachment B).
All surface runoff from the cap will be directed
outside tha perimeter of the trench further
preventing recharge to the contaminated area.
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2. How will the deed restrictions, access
restrictions, and site fencing apply to the onsite
resident? Also, what is the proposed location of
the site fencing?

U.S. EPA's Response: The effect of the proposed
institutional controls on the site residents will
be to bar interference with or damage to the
remedial action (i.e., excavation through the cap,
installation of groundwatar wells). Additional
and augmented onsite fencing will be installed as
part of the Source Removal Operable Unit remedial
action, which is currently being designed. The
location of the fence will be determined during
design.

3. The following requests were made for collection of
additional data:

o Additional groundwater and surface water
testing is needed before remedial design.

o Soil samples should be taken on slop*.

o A boring should be taken in the boiler house.
*

o The boiler house dimensions should be
measured accurately.

o Hydrotesting should be performed to determine
the need for groundwater treatment.

U.S. EPA's Response: Ic is the opinion of the
U.S. EPA that sufficient data collection was
performed during the remedial investigation to
compart alternatives in the feasibility study and
choose a remedy for the site. During remedial
design, additional data will be collected to
ensure the proper design of the remedial action.
Collection of additional data could possibly
include any or all of the commenter's suggested
actions. An exception would be hydrotesting. The
need for hydrottsting is questioned since the
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6.

7.

remedial action will effectively devater the
aquifer beneath the site, making treatment of site
groundwater unnecessary.

Cross section B-B' should be added to Figure 1-4
in the feasibility study.

U.S. EPA's Response: This cross section is
presented in the RI report (Figure 3-3).

Tr.e final feasibility study was not clear whether
a specific task (i.e., preparation of a specific
area for incineration) would be taken in the final
RD/RA or during the Source Removal Operable Unit
RD/RA.

U.S. EPA's Response: The feasibility study
assumed that the final remedial action and the
Source Control Operable Unit remedial action would
not be conducted concurrently. However, the
feasibility study did estimate that there could be
a cost savings if the two remedial actions were
done concurrently. It is not currently known if
the sit* must be prepared either once or twice for
incineration activities.

Because Alternative 6 leaves dioxins in an onsite
vault, it does not meet RCRA closure performance
for contaminated groundwater. Therefore this
alternative cannot be considered a clean closure.

U.S. EPA's Response: When the dioxin vault is
removed end the groundwater has dissipated, the
site will be considered a clean closure. Until
that time, short-term management of the site is
required.

The dioxin vault does not appear to meet Resource
Conservation end Recovery Act (RCRA) requirements
concerning secondary containment and detection of
releases.
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U.S. EPA's Response: The vault will be designed
to meet RCRA tank requirements (40 CFR
Section 264.192), the relevant and appropriate
regulations for determining the storage structure
for the dioxin-contaminated waste.

8. The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act allows FEMA to
assess valuation of property if acquired as a part
of the remedial action.

U.S. EPA's Response: The remedial action does not
at this time include acquisition of the property.
It is possible, however, that information gathered
during the design of the final remedy would
indicate a need to acquire the property and
relocate the site residents to properly implement
the remedy. If this situation arises, the U.S.
EPA will follow the appropriate procedures to
relocate and properly compensate the property
owner.

9. Since the most protective multilayer cap is the
composite design using both a geotextile material
and a clay layer, it appears reasonable to import
fill that would allow for the selection of the
more protective technology.

U.S. EPA's Response: The multilayer cap (soil and
geotextile) proposed in Alternative 3A, the
selected alternative, exceeds RCRA's hydraulic
conductivity criteria for closure. The additional
cost of importing clay ($300,000) was based mainly
on additional transportation costs. Clay was
assumed to require transportation over a greater
distance. The cost differential between soil and
clay could be less depending on the location of
the provider. At the time of construction
bidding, the cost differential between clay and
•oil fill could be evaluated and the clay
necessary to construct a 2-foot layer in the cap
could be imported in lieu of the corresponding
amount of soil.
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10. An east-west cross section of the proposed grading
plan and a cross section showing the proposed cap
in relation to the diversion trench should be
provided.

U.S. EPA's Response: These cross sections will be
developed during recedial design.

11. Where will contaminated soils be stockpiled while
building the RCRA landfill?

U.S. EPA's Response: The recommended alternative
does not include an onsite RCRA landfill. This
option was eliminated from consideration due to
implementability concerns, including lack of room
onsite to allow stockpiling of contaminated soil
during construction of a RCRA landfill.

12. Site groundwater monitoring must comply with RCRA
post-closure groundwater monitoring requirements.
Monitoring should include both the shallow and
deep aquifers.

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA agrees with this
recommendation.

13. Alternatives 2 through SB should include deed
restrictions, access restrictions, and site
fencing. Alternative 6 should include deed and
access restrictions and site fencing for the
dioxin storage area.

U.S. EPA's Response: Table 4-3 in the ?S report
indicates that deed restrictions or other use or
institutional restrictions will be used.

14. The no-action alternative states that risk would
not increase from no action. Hypothetically,
«v«nts could take place under the no-action
alternative that could increase risk to receptors.
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U.S. EPA's Response: The risk assessment
addresses those risks with a reasonable
probability of occurring. Hypothetically, many
extremely low probability events not considered in
the risk assessment could occur« which would
increase risk at the site under no action above
the risk currently described in the FS report. It
should be noted, however, that the FS report
describes the risk at the site as unacceptable
under the no-action Alternative.

15. Treatment of groundwater under Alternatives 3A,
4A, and 5A would result in a greater reduction in
onsite contaminant mass than the incineration of
dioxin-contaminated materials.

U.S. EPA's Response: Contaminated groundwater is
not seen to pose a threat at this time because of
the lack of exposure routes under current use
conditions. Dewatering the site under
Alternative 3A will prevent any future generation
of contaminated groundwater. However, not
actively remediating the dioxin-contaminated
material does pose an unacceptable public health
threat. The U.S. EPA agrees with the commenter's
assessment, but stands by its determination that
Alternative 3A is the appropriate remedy.

16. Ohio EPA's preferred alternative is Alternative 6.
While subject to results of needed treatability
studies, Alternative 6 seems to leave the Laskin
Poplar sit* suitable for unlimited future us*.
Alternative 3A requires an indefinite period of
institutional controls to be adequately
protective.

U.S. EPA'« Response: The U.S. EPA responded to
th«s« concerns in a letter to Richard L. Shank
dated Hay 22, 1989 (see Attachment C).

GLT902/001.50
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Attachnent A
COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED

AT LASRIN POPLAR OIL SITE

1983

1983

August 1987

March 1989

April 1989

Public oeating held to describe Phase I
RI process.

Connuriity Relations Plan prepared

Fact sheet prepared describing Phase II
RI study and focused Feasibility Study

Availability session held with U.S. EPA
staff to discuss onsite progress

Public meeting held to accept connects
on the focused FS for the source
material removal operable unit

Community Relations Plan updated

Fact sheet prepared describing RI
findings and the scop* of the sitevide
FS

Fact sheet prepared describing completed
FS, alternative methods for site
cleanup, and the recommended remedial
action

Public meeting held to accept comments
on the sitevide FS and U.S. EPA's
proposed final remedy.

GLT902/003.50



Attachment B
FIGURE 4-8 (FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT), REVISED



OF THE DISPOSAL VAULT
'. 1 ». m 4

(fit

AfPROMMATE LOCATION
OF DIVERSION TRENCH

APfROMMAIEUMrra
OF THE CAP

NOtC:
FINAL UMTS OF CAP AND LOCATION
OF DIVERSION TRENCH TO BE
DCTERMNEO OUMNQ REMEDIAL DEVON

^DRAINED AND FILLED
FRESHWATER POND

REVISED (6-12-69)
FIGURE 4-8
ALTERNATIVE 3A
APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF
CAP AND DIVERSION THE NO



Attachment C
RATIONALE FOR SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE 3A

LETTER TO OHIO EPA
MAY 22, 1989



5RA-14

WAV 2 ̂

?.icharcl I. Shank, Ph.D.
Director
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
P.O. BOX 1049
1800 Watermark Drive
Colunbus, Ohio 43266-0149

Dear Dr. Shank:

TTarJc you for your letter of April 25, 1989. I am writing to address
your concerns about the proposal of Remedial Alternative 3A as the United
States Environmental Protection Agency's (U.S. EPA's) preferred remedy
for the LasJans/Poplar Oil site. This preferred remedy was included in
the Proposed Plan, which was issued April 12, 1989. I also feel it is
necessary to briefly examine the necessity of a treatability study in
order to properly evaluate Remedial Alternative 6.

As you indicated, our initial review of Alternative 6 suggested the
remedy might allow for unlimited future use at the site. However, upon
further review, we concluded Alternative 6 would, in fact, require long-
term operation and maintenance (0«W) . "Dus Ostt involves on-site
management of any regaining dioxirt-contaminated debris and hazardous
waste disposal of any lead-containing residue ash that would not meet
hazardous waste delisting criteria. Treatability studies do not appear
necessary to conclude that a significant portion of this material will
need to be managed a hazardous waste.

Alternative 6 aigQ involves greater short-term risks than Alternative 3A.
Remedial Alternative 3A is fully protective of human health and the
environment. Alternative 3A, in combination with the operable unit
currently being designed, treats the most hazardous material at the site.
Garments received from the community thus far have expressed great
concern about incineration activities at the site. TS\is concern was a
factor in the proposal of Remedial Alternative 3A, which incinerates only
the most hazardous materials, and minimizes the duration of incineration.
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Lasxi.i/'ool ar Oil - isntaou'a, C

"his 3ec:sion document represents :ne selected -emed'al act'on for tie :oe->o'-»
jn:t for the Lasici V3opl a.- Oil site. It *as developed in accordance *i:i :-e
Ccmorenensr/e Environmental ^esoonse, Csmoensation, and Liabil i ty Act :-' 1380
'CE.^CLA), as amended 3y the Suoerfund Amendments and ^eautnorization Jet of
1986 ;SARA), and to the extent practicaole, the National Contingency 31an of
1985 f.NCP) (-10 CF? Part 300).

The State of Ohio has concurred on the selected ramedy, as stated in the attached
Letter of Concurrence.

BASIS:

The selection of remedy is oased upon the laskin/Poolar 011 site Administrative
Record. The attacned index identifies tne items which comprise trtls record.

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY:

The selected remedy consists of tne following major components:

- construction of a fence around the contaminated portions of the site and
the on-site incinerator;

- on-site incineration of oils, sludges, and highly contaminated soils;

- off-site treatment of all wastewater, decontamination water, and scrubber
water;

- off-site disposal of all incinerator asn;

- dismantling and off-site disposal of all tanks;

- crusMng and Incineration of the cinder alock wal ls of the pits;

- 6aKkf11Ung and/or grading of all excavated areas to preclude ponding.

DECLARATION;

Consistent wltn CERCLA, as amended Sy SARA, and the NCP, I have determined that
the remedy described above Is a cost-effective interim remedy. This action is
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IP

n ~>
tJ Ui
I/I — •
<••
1 14<

«. £1
ti

IP i/l
It i >
1 I IU

' i t
» IU
ip
•



-.ASJO/303LAR OIL SI":

SOURCE 3c."OVAL OPE3ABLE -^I"

SI'- -JCAT-N AND :ESCPI°T'ON

The laskin/Psplar Oil sue is located west of the v i l l age of Jef'erson •-i
AsntaDula County, Ohio, "he s i te occupies approximately 9 acres, "he
general site location is snown in Figure 1.

The site is oounded on the north 5y Cemetery Creek, on the south and east
ay the Ashtaoula Fairgrounds, and to the west 3y wooded areas. A map of
the site is shown in Figure 2. rhe following facilities and structures
are located on site:

t
- The residence of Mr. Alv in laskin, property owner;
- A ooiler nouse, four ooilers, and a stack;
- Several greenhouses;
- Thirty-four tanks;
- Four pits;
- A retention pond, a freshwater pond, and two treatment

ponds; and
- Miscellaneous sheds and buildings.

SITE HISTORr

A greenhouse operation started at the Laskin/Poplar oil site approximately
30 years ago. Soflers were Installed approximately 30 years ago to heat
the greenhouses. During the 1960's, tanks were installed to hold waste oil
to fire the ooilers. The oils were not analyzed prior to acceptance, and
oil containing PC3's and other hazardous constituents 'were accepted.

When the greenhouse business deteriorated, the owner began collecting,
reselling, and disposing of waste oils. These activities included oiling
roads In AsHtibuli. County. Through a series of legal actions, the company
was placid fnto receivership. All on-sue business activities relating to
oil have stopped.
Remedial activities began in December, 1980 and the site is presently
involved in a comprehensive federal-'«ad Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) which will oe completed in 1988. This action is an operable
unit to address the source material onstte. It will be consistent with the
final remedy to the greatest extent practicable.



l emergency act ions n a v a :a«ei s i a c a at tie s : t a s i - ice tie j .5 .£ = ;
f i r s t became involved. Our ' ig '.932, Suoer-'und 3 landed removal operaf : r -s
-encved 302,000 gal lons :f *ast2 :i', treated i^d -eleasad -120,000 ga l ! : . -s
:f ::ntamnated water and s o l i d i f i e d 205, JOO g a l ' o n s :f s l udge , ii
1935-36, t ie aotant ia l -asaonso'e par t ies ; 3 9 P ' s ! -amoved aoo rox ' - na ta ' /
£ 5 0 , 3 0 0 :a1 ' : is 3f 31! and ^as tewa ta r ->rm t ie s ^ t e . Al l : f t ie a i t s

SITE STATUS

3hasa ! :f tne remedial invesrigacion (31), «nic.n cnaracterized t.ne
,asKn/:!oolar Oil site and '^encified potential patnways for cnemical
^ijration, nas seen completed, r i e l d ^OTK for Phase II of tne 31 is
scneduled for 1JFY88 and w i l l srovide detailed information on groundwater,
soil, and dioxin contamination, "he 300 for t.ie overall site is expected
some tine in 1988.

Data collected during the Phase I of tne 3[ and oy the P9Ps has shown
tnat further action is required at the site. Of immediate concern is the
aulk ^aste naterial still present at the site and the potential risk to
puolic healtn, welfare, and tne environment the *aste material presents.
The waste present on the site
include the fol lowing:

- Approximately 6000 gallons of oil
- Approximately 60,000 gallons of wastewater
- Approximately 705,000 gallons of sludge

A ,-nore detailed breakdown of the waste volumes is given in the Appendix
of tne pnased feasibility study.

The types of contaminants present in the wastes include polycnlorinated
bipnenyls (?CBs), polynucUar aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and volatile
organic compounds (VOCs). The levels of contaminants found in the waste
•naterial are summarized in Table 1. The soils immediately surrounding
tne pits are expected to have contaminant levels commensurate with those
found in the sludges and oils. Lower levels of contaminants are found in
tne oorinys surrounding tnt pits. Soils wnich are visioly contaminated
w i l l oe considered "source" soils and w i l l ae included in this source
removal operable unit.

3ISK TO RCCEPTOftS VIA PATHWAYS

There is a continuing potential for a release of the contaminated liquids
and sludges to the environment. A release could occur through fire,
natural deterioration of the tanks and their fittings, seepage through
the sides and unlined bottoms of the pits, and accidental or deliberate
acts. A release from any of tnese routes would have the potential to
contaminate surface water, groundwater, and soil.

-4-



e-;,i around :ne jits

""e -outa of greatest ::ncan 's 5*soa;e -"-en :^? s:*es :f fe 31:3 a"-
:.-e j.n lined bottoms of :.ie 2 its. 3eecage *":n :*e p»:s *ou!j" lave :ss
potential of contaminat'ig jrouncwater in a 501'. jr^ncwater
:3<en oy £?A contractors a"d 5o:i sa^o'-es :a<e"
"'d'cate releases "ave already occjr-ed. ~'-e so':: --neoiacely 3ur-
-oundi-ig tne oits are expected :o conta;i :onta:rr "ants 3: levels siiilar
:o :nose 'ound -i t.ie sljdges ana 31 is 'i *m ;.? :-iey ara • i contact.
""e ::nt'-"je<3 presence of :.iesa ^asts -ratsi-als ^ouii a ! ' :w -ncre seepage
:o :cc^r.

~'"ere is a potential *or fire at :->e s::a. "ne wastes ;i sit 2 nave a
•iasn ;oint of only 30-35 .-, and iucn of :ne :i's and sludges *iave nign
3"J values. A fire, started oy ^natsver -:eans , :ouid create a contami-
iated smoxe plume and could release contaminated latenals to tne site
and surrounding area.

Based on surface topograohy, contaminants released on site nave tne
potential of oeing carried into Cemetery Creex. Cemetery Creex empties
into :ne Grand ^iver wnicn supplies tne drinicing «ater for approximately
25,000 people in Asntaoula County.

?C3s

?CBs are aosorfted through the lungs, the gastrointestinal tract, the
intact skin, and (in experimentally exposed animals) :.le eyes. After
aosorption, PCBs circulate through the body in the blood and accumulate
in the liver, adrenal glands, and sxin.

The (nost significant concerns from PC3s are the chronic effects *Mch are
manifested over prolonged, but not necessarily continuous, exposure to
low levels. Many of trte toxic effects in uammals have been noted at
extremely low levels of exposure, in several species at dietary levels of
only 1.0 to 2.5 ppm OP less. The toxic effects of PC3s in humans have
been reported both as a result of occupational exposures and in the
general population. PCBs have been shown to be carcinogenic in rats and
mice, and there is evidence that it might cause stomac.i and liver cancer
in humans. The Office of Health and Environmental Assessment (OHEA) of
the U.S.EPA developed health advisories for PCSs in soil. The OHEA asses-
sment concluded that a PCS level of 1 to 5 ppm in soil in a residential/
commercial are* would be associated «itn a 1x10-5 level of oncogenic
risk.

The levels of PCSs in the oils are above 50 ppm in every sample taken and
are as high 170 ppm. The levels in the sludges are generally greater
than 20 pp* and are found as high as 238 ppm. The levels of ?C3s found
in the borings nearest to the pits, approximately 4 to 5 feet, are below
3 ppm.

-7-



_23d '5 the Tietal of primary concer-i *:und • i tie *asta ia;:3rial. ~'"e
"a ' " -outes of exposure *or lead are • • ina i j fon ara ' i ges t ' on . *>e
Enters *:r D i sease Control |CDC) ̂ a v e stated that so i l and aus: l e v e l s :f
greater :nan 500-iOOO ppm apoear :o oe resoons is ie *or o l o o d l e v e l s i ,->
c T ' r r e n • - i c reas i "g aoove aac:< ground l e v e l s . The iajor -ealf ef 'ects
j s s c c ' i t e d «i:n lead concern damage to me leiiatoooietic and ieurologi :a 1
a/ste-fl. -ead can cause renal dysfunct ion, and is <nown :o oe :ara togenic
:o amna ls . There is evidence c.hat young cmldren are i\orj s e n s i : i / e :o
•'•e :ox:c effects of lead c.han are adults.

"-e levels of lead in the oils range ->om 3G-543 ppm. The level of lead
'n :ne sludges range from 59-12,-100 ppm.

^LYNUCLEAR AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS ;?AHs)

A -lumoer of ?AHs were identified in the base/neutral a n a l y s i s for the
sludges. As a group, PAHs are persistent in tne environment. Some PAHs *
are carcinogenic and mutagenic. M a t e r i a l s such as tars and o i l s , known
to contain PAHs, have oeen snown to oe carcinogenic to humans. According
co tne regional spokesperson for the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSOR), COC considers total average PAH levels of up to
100 ppm in residential areas and 1000 ppm in comercial areas acceptable.

The levels of total PAHs in the sludges range from 423 ppm to over 32,000
ppm.

VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOCs)

No health based standards for VOCs in soil currently exist. However,
some of the VOCs found at the site are considered toxic or are carcinogens.
A number of the VOCs in the sludges can be found at levels greater than
10,000 ppm. The level of VOCs in the closest soil borings to the pits
can be found at greater than 1 ppw.

ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

State actions it the Laskin/Poplar Oil site include a complaint filed in
the AshtabvU County Court of Common Pleas in April 1979 for air and
*ater pollution violations. The owner/operator «as found l i a b l e by the
court and ordered to cleanup the site. The owner/operator was found in
contempt of court on several occasions and a receiver «as appointed for
the business by the Ashtabula County Court of Common Pleas court on December
22, 1980. The owner/operator entered into a consent decree with the Federal
Government on January 21, 1981. The consent decree required the
owner/operator to cleanup the site, halt discharge of contaminated water
to Cemetary Creek, and abide by TSCA PCS rules.



-"t2r several emergency f ijnd-''nanced "snovais :e:*een 1590 ana 1983, a
" ' a t s r a l Adminlstrative >ier AO) *as 'ssjsi to -'our «PS •-, :ugust
•=•!. ~-'3 AO requi *ed :*e -sfiova ; and • r 'C" ie rafon o*" :-e :vj'< of tie
r tami-ated oil and treatment of" the cant am:,"3:31 *at3r :.-at *as csn-

,-na<j •- -?e o i t s and tan<s on s i te . " i<5 Dr-rer *as :cmo' '9d *'*.''

was ;S3L;ed -n July 1936. ~
original ly require^ ;.i« ro^ova! and : ic-'nerat ion of :n
age, was amended in Sescemoer, 1936. ">e amended AO r

:."e :sveloonent of a woricolan to "emove and 'nc'nerate :ne sludge and to
sanole tne so i l s around tne in ground pits, "his *ort<plan was suomitted

1987.

Addit ionally, wni'le tnese administrative sn'orcament activities were
tax ing olace, :ne 'J.S.SPA was aursjing a cost recovery action to recover
tie monies spent on tne emergency actions. Tie first complaint was filed
in June 1984. Amended complaints were filed in December 1984, July 1985,
and Octooer 1986. Currently tnere are eleven defendents in tnis action
•ncluding the owner/operator, the operating company (Poplar Oil Co.), a
finance company, and eignt corporations wnicn generated wastes sent to
trie site. These defendents have sued an additional 600 third parties,
nave settled with approximately 30, and have since dismissed another 30
for lack of evidence. Settlement discussions on this action are on-going

COMMUNITY RELATIONS HISTORY

'J .S.EPA's community relations activities at the LasXin/Poplar Oil site
date oack to 1981, wnen the agency conducted emergency actions to prevent
oil from leaching off the site. Between July and Novemoer, 1982, U.S.EPA
conducted a removal at the site which resulted in the elimination of the
s i te ' s most imminent -hazards. A Community Relations Plan (CRP) was
prepared and implemented during that time.

"he ouDlic comment period for this operable unit stated on August 10,
1987 and went through Stptander 11, 1987. On August 18, 1987, a public
availability session was ntld at the Jefferson Courthouse, giving area
residents an opportunity to meet and talk with staff about site activi-
ties. On August 26, U.S.EPA held a public meeting to accept comments on
:he feasibility study for the source material removal operable unit.

Health issues Have, and continue to be a major source of concern for the
citizens. Concerns center around the pathways of possible exposure to
contaminants during the period of the si te's operation. These include
exposure to the burning of PCS contaminated oil, the road spreading of
the oil, and the presence of dioxin. Questions and comments posed by the
community and the PRPs are included in the attached responsivness summary.

-9-



EVALUATION

*ia;or oojective or" :,ie o.iasss -'aasoi'i:/ s:^y - -3 ; -3 :o e v a l u a t e
i a!:ariati ves for :.ie removal of source lace^a! f-om :ie _as<"V

ar ;i ' s::e. Source -tacsru' 'icludas :.ie sieges, o i l s , ir-d ̂ -35:5-
as *e ' i ss ii;nl/ zone ami "a red ?o io , "'12 :!ean~jo sooroaci 95:3:3-

-rrc.i -iay serve as a source *'or 'jrtner 51:2 cone ami "a* ion an<3 is '•ot
-ieanc to serve as :.he '"'ia! remectiacion level 'or :ne site. All 3c:?
-?ave :een -i-jde :o <esp :.ie actions of :nis ooeraole ^n;: :onsis:arc -«
:na f'.ial remedy :o :.ie excenc it :an oe

"iie remedy selected -nil oe consistent *it.i tne goals and intent of :.ie
Comprenensi ve Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liaoility Act of
1980 (CS.RCLA) as amended oy tie Superfjnd Amendments and Seautnorization
Act of 1986 (SARA) and tne National Oil and Hazardous Substances Con-
tingency Plan (NC?) (W CFR Part 300 at. seq., 47 Federal Register 31130,
July 15, 1982).

An environmental assessment presented in Chapter 2 of tne PFS determined
tnat source control ueasures are needed at tne site. A list of approp-
riate remedial response tecnnologies *as identified. Eacn technology was
screened oased on its technical feasibility and implementaoi lity. The
following technologies were considered appropriate technologies:

Oils/Sludges/Soils
- On-site containment
- Off-site containment
- On-site land treatment
- On-site incineration
- Jff-site incineration
- On-site incineration/

Off-site containment
4astewaters

- On-site treatment
- Off-site treatment

Tanics
- Oismant ling/Off -site

disposal

Technologies wft1cn were eliminated from ''jrtner consideration include
on-site cofttalnmnt, on-site land treatment, and on-s;te wastewater
treatment. The on-site containment opcon ancompased the placement of
the source soils and tne waste from the tanks and pits into an on-site
waste disposal unit. This option was iot considered implementaole due :o
tne impending Novemoer 3, 1983 deadline t noosed by the Land Disposal
Restrictions. The Land Disposal Restrictions prohibit the land disposal
of all wastes included on the California List and solvent wastes from

-10-



categories rOOl-r'JOS. '^s ses i j n , const --it - o n , rsoosa l
«ould all teed to oe fimsned j r 'or -3 :.-e Nove^oer ?,
.ana t.-eat.nent *as not considered -.ec^.-i 'ca' ' / • "9as - : 'e
of t.ie 'eve 's of ^CSs and naiogenatsa or^-amcs '":u->a '
" * a l s . Jn-s ; t3 «ast3water treatment -as "ot :ons':3 r?c
' :asea on :ie volumes ex39c:ea an^ :ne ai •"•": :

s iue :- :se »':e / a ^ ' e c y :f ;r;a
3 /•as:ewaC3'%s ^os or ! eaa 'ound in :ne *ast3.

•"or rreat.nent at a comercial *as:3waC3r 'ac:ii:y.

:?33 ^
":r :.?e t.-
:-e *aste

1 :y

De nore

Remedial ac::on alternatives «ere ^eveiooed '"cm :-e remaining tsc.nnol-
ogies. "iese alternatives *er9 t.ien camoarsd on cos: effecti vness,
protect: veness co tne puolic and tne environment, and compliance *itn c.re
requirements and intent of SMA. A comoarative evaluation of tne altern-
atives is snown in Taole 2.

Alternative 1

Under tnis alternative, no remedial action would De taken at the
site. The threat to puDlic nealtn and the environment, as described
earlier and in the FS, *ould remain.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 consists of solidifying all of the liquid wastes and
placing all of the source material in a licensed TSCA or RCRA
facility as appropriate. All tanks would be dismantled and taken
off-site. The pit area would be backfilled witi on site soils and
graded to preclude ponding.

No long tern maintenance or .-nonitoring at the Laskin/Poplar Oil site
would be required under this alternative. However, the waste would
not ae treated prior to landfilling at the licensed facility. The
long term dependability of any landfill is unknown. The cost esti-
mate for Alternative 2 is 54. 2 million.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 coMblnes on-site incineration of Me oils, sludges,
and source soils with off -site treatment of the xastewaters, decon-
tamination water, and scrubber water. The incinerator ash and
dismantled tanks would be disposed in an off -site <C3A licensed
facility. If tests indicated that the asn could :e delisted, tne
ash could be sent co a sanitary lanfill. The excavated pit area
would be backfilled with onsite soils and graded to preclude ponding.

This option would not require any long term maintenance or monitoring
at tne site. All source material would oe treated to the greatest
extent practicable. The cost estimate for alternative 3 is $8.5
•ni 1 1 i on .

-11-



Al ter iac ' /e

Alternative •* jtiHies :ff-s;:e • "c-ieraf :n f:r j!' :-:s,
and nignly :oncami -rated s o i l s . A;: -rastewatars and ^c
*ater *ou1d oe feared a: an 3f*-s;:e :-?ac,:ieflt *aci''t/. "^9 :a~<s
wouij 3e 26'Tio I • 3"ed ana :isoosed or" ac a '':ensed '"aciHty off- 51:3.
"ne excavated arsas would :e 3ac<fii'ed *'tn on-site soils and
graded :o orecluce ponding.

"his option would not r9du7'9 any ':rg r^ri naiiteoance or
ac :ne site. All source naterul -ould oe :reaced to :ne greatest
extent practicaole. T^e cost ssci-nate for A l ternat ive 4 is 312.2
•ni I Hon.

Alternative 5

Alternative 5 includes on-site incineration of all oils and sludges
as *ell as soils -«itn jreacer tnan 25 ppm ^CBs or 500 opm total
nalogenated organics. The remainder of soil excavated from tne tank
and pic areas *ould oe landf tiled off-site at a SCRA licensed hazar-
dous v^aste facility along *itn all dismantled tanks. .All *aste-
**aters, decontamination *ater, and scrjooer »»ater ^ould be treated
at an off-site treatment facility. The excavated areas would be
oacicfilled wici on-site soils and graded to preclude ponding.

This alternative would not require any long term maintenance or
monitoring at tne site. The most highly contaminated source material
would be permanently treated. However, che soils that would fie
landf i lied, which comprise roughly one half of :ne source material,
would not be treated. The off-site disposal of waste without treat-
ment is che least favored option under SAPA. The cost of Alternative
5 is S5.3 million.

rfith the exception of no action (Alternative 1), all of the alternatives
would effectively and permanently minimize the danger co che puolic
health and the environment at the site area through cne removal of the
contaminated material.

The use of an off-site landfill (Alternative 2 and 5) is conventional,
easy to iiaplefltnt, and transfers the operation and maintenance to the
owner/operator of the landfill. The -nost significant disadvantage of
this option ft tnat It does not treat the contaminants, so there is no
reduction In toxlclty, volume, or mobility. It also -nay 5e difficult to
maintain the long term Integrity of Hazardous waste landfills as required
by the U.S.EPA's off -site policy. The off-site disposal of contaminated
materials without treatment is the least preferred option under SARA.

-13-



"he off-site incineration of c.?e source -lacar-iis ^Icar-'ati ve -i) of'ers
fe advantage of permanent1/ cestrcyi "g tie ccntaim-ants -i tie *as;e
natarial ano the soils. '.', ;s i orcveo technology Ma: '.-ansfars ooera-
: • :n and -naintenanca to tie owner/ ooerator of tie '-ici-arnor -'acili:/.
>a tie "nost significant disadvantage 3f ti's aiteri^-'ve '3 iiolamen-
t33'iic/. ""e latanal "nust oe packaged •? 3,na'' ""i:er :rj,ns r":r t.-ar.s-

c l i a n t s *nici control wnen and at *nat "3tas tie source *ia:anal can oe
:a<ei care of. In addition, a oumoer of off-site lazarcous ^jsta
iicinerato^s nave shown a -aiuctanca to accaot :ne -vasca -natarial due :o
:ne mgn levels of lead found in some of the sludu.es. Vamsportation 3f
:.ne wasta to an off-site facility increases ooth the cost :f this
alternative and the risxs posed to tie puolic by novement of contaminated
materials on cne nignways.

As with off-site incineration, on-site incineration (Alternative 3 and 5)
would utilize a proven technology to permanently destroy tne contaminants
in tne source material. The advantages of this alternative are that the
packaging requirements necessary for off-site incineration would be
avoided, and all material could oe processed in one year or less once the
incinerator begins operation. This alternative also meets the goal of
SARA of implementing a remedial action wnich incorporates treatment
rather than land disposal where practicable.

A comparison of the alternatives on the basis of protectivness of public
health and the environment shows that on-site and off-site incineration
provide a high level of protection. Alternatives wnich use a high degree
of landfill ing provide an equal level of protection in the short run.
The long run dependability of landfills, however, are unknown. There
would be no beneficial impacts associated with the no action alternative.

Any detrimental environmental effects associated with the waste and soil
removal operations would essentially be the same for each alternative
except the no action alternative. These short term negative.impacts
could be minimized using proper construction methods.

The State of Ohio and the U.S.EPA expressed preference for remedial
actions that would provide destruction of hazardous constituents in lieu
of transporting untreated wastes to a 3C3A approved location. Section
121(b)(l) of SARA states "Remedial actions in which treatment wnich
permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity or mobility of
the hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants is a principal
element, art to to preferred over remedial actions not involving such
treatment. The offslte transport and disposal of hazardous substances or
contaminated materials without such treatment should be the least favored
alternative remedial action where practicaole treatment technologies are
available."

• u-



"•"js, tie J .3 .EPA smcras::es :-s
and "euse before o f ^ - s ^ t a 'a rc rs;osa! :! r" -

,
:n

!c3CLA s i tes is jsed. ^ a d d i t i o n , S e c t ' ^ n 2 0 0 . £ 3 i " > ' ! ' o r ' t ie NC?
: r ~ v ? c e s that remedial j i t e m a t ' v o s snou l i "cr :e s ' ^ - r - a c s d or :-e :
:•" ::s: a lone , " '"erefo"*, ::~er ' ong ta^n :eni-'':s shou ld oe

comoar ' -g a i tar-Mt - v e s .

£ - v - -r'ne'". a i :e" ' * ' ts ^n^c " -«ou'- accrue as a -?sul: :f sa1ect" iq
• -c: ̂ e ra: ' :n oof: on over i 'ana :iS30Sal oof on ar»:

:est,-ucf or o? :"e 3C3s , 3ahs, VQCs , and otner o^ar^s
*ound 'n :ne source •na terT j ] .

2! a l imf nation of fe r isK of re lease of hazardous suDstances to
t.ie environment and -eduction of ;ne neal tn r is< associated wi t i
t n i s exoosure, and

3) eliinination of trie teed 'or governmental authorities to perform
trie environmental monitoring at tie site would oe necessary if the
wastes were left on site or relocated to another site.

CONSISTENCY WITH QTHE3 ENVIRONMENTAL LAMS

The technical aspects of the remedial alternative inplemented at the
Laskin/Popl ar Oil site will De consistent with all federal and state
appl icable or relavent and appropriate requirements (Af iARs). Other
environmental laws which may be considered ARARs to the remedial alter-
natives evaluated are the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) ,
the Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) , the Clean Air Act. Chapters
3704 and 3734 of the Ohio Revised Code (ORC), and Section 3745-15, 17,
and 13 and 21 as well as Section 3745 - 50 through 3754 - 69 of the Ohio
Administrative Code.

The specific provisions of RCRA which may serve as ARARs for the alter-
native chosen include the thermal destruction requirements (40 CFR Subpart
?, Section 265.370 through 265.383), the incinerator requirements
(40 CFR Subpart 0, Section 265.340 througn 265.369). These provisions
list the procedures and requirements which must be complied with during
the thermal destruction of the waste material. These reqirements are
also included in OAC rules 3745-57-40 to 3745-57-99 and OAC rule 3745-50-52.
The off-s1tt wMtewattr treatment -equirements (40 CFR Parts 262 and 263)
could also b« considered an ARAR.

The selected remedy Involves placement and treatment of soils and debris
wastes. Placement of wastes or treated residuals is prohibited under
RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR) unless certain treatment standards
are met. LOR standards have not oeen published for soil and debris
wastes, but when published, the standards nay be applicable or relevant
and appropriate. Despite the absence of specific treatment standards,
the treatment method employed as part of this remedial action satisfies
the statutory requirement to, "...substantially diminish the toxicity of



vie *as:e or substantial 'y reduce ve l '<e^ -ood of migrat ion o* "
constituents from the waste so that snort --*<~i and 'ong- te-n tn ra a r 3 ::
iuman health and the environment are nin^i:ed." "sec. 2CC<i 'n1 - * .3 .« . - .

-missions from the inc'-erator ^ou'd 2e cove r=d jpde r tne I'ean *ir \c~ ,
3RC Chapter 37G4, and 3AC Sect ions 3''-i5-15, I7, 13, a«a 21. :f*-jv.e t -2?s-
.lortation :f lazardous ^aste is covered jncsr TAG 3'-5-t3-l l . * - ' j
-•eauT-^s r*1? :- an s sorters of lazar^ous *asts to •ng-ste'- «it.i t.-e 2^o ' • :
- t : ' " f 'es "ofnmission of 3hio and to oocam >'o r.-ansoortar '-e-ji s t ra fon
.-lumoerj. 7>'ese requirements *i 11 oe -^et luring tre "emedial act 'on.
ASARs *i11 only be waived under tne condit ions :at *ortn 'i Sect ion
12i(d)(-l) of SARA. This act ion is considered an 'nteriir leasu"*. "here-
fore, no final cleanup levels have seen determined, "he f inai :!ear,uo
leve ls *i 1 1 Se detannined at tne como'etion of tie overall site 3I /FS.

RECOMHCNDED ALTERNATIVE

It is recommended that A l te rna t i ve 3 oe selected. This alternative
consists of tne following:

- Construction of a fence around the contaminated portions of the *
site and the on-site incinerator

- On-site incineration of oi ls, sludges, and "source" soils

- Off-site treatment of all *astewaters, decontamination water, and
scrubber water

- Off-site disposal of all incinerator asn

- Dismantling and off-site disposal of all tanks

- Crusning and incineration of the cinder block wal ls of the pits

- 3ackf1111ng and/or grading of all excavated areas to preclude ponding

Based on the comparison of alternatives, the recommended alternative is
fully protective of public health and the environment, cost effective,
utilizes treatment technology to the -naximum extent practicable, and wil l
meet all applicable, or relevant and appropriate federal and state
requirements. It has an estimated cost of S3. 5 mi l l ion.

DESCRIPTION OF RECOmENDED ALTERNATIVE

At the Inception of the remedial action, the site would be fenced to
reduce access to the contamination on si te and the equipment used for the
remedial action. Site access would only oe granted on an as needed
basis.

On-site mobile incinerators are a proven and avai lable technology. 9ased
on vendor information, both infrared and rotary kiln mobile incinerators



would 3e capaole of aciievig :-e ?9.?999^ destruct ion ef* ic
required for PCS was tes . 3otn jp i ts *ave air scruooer systems c a p a o ' e : f

3 f 'ective1y removing a'1- *n i3s :on c o n s t i t u e n t s to t ie l e v e l s needed to
-set aH federal and s t a t s A S A S s . A;r m iss ion l e v e l s *ould oe soeci* ' r»d
luring tie remedial * e s ' g n process. *'-e atta'-men* -jf tnese levels

::L!J oe used to cô a't*':'1 tie s'jdges to aid in material
iara'-->g. 'he o i l s found on s T t e could :e .;ed as a suoolemental *:jel
source 'or tie sludges and soils. "ne c:naer olocK w a l l s of the sits
*ould oe crusned and comoined ^t* tie o i l s , sludges, and soils to 3e
ouried.

All asn generated during tie incineration orocess would oe tested to
determine tne appropriate -netnod of off-site disoosal. If tne test
results indicate tnat tne asn snould 3e classified as a hazardous waste,
it would D« sent off-site to a 3C3A licensed landfill for disposal. The
transportation of tne asn would oe conducted by a company experienced in
Hazardous waste handling, 'he company would be required to nave all
necessary permits, manifests, and insurance. If tne ash can be dellsted,
it could be sent to a sanitary landfill. *

Off-site wastewater treatment is technically feasible and has been used
for earlier wastewater removed from the site. All decontamination water
and scrubber water would be disposed of in a similar faslon. An experi-
enced, hazardous waste hauler would be used to transport the waters.

After all waste has been removed from the tanks, the tanks will be dis-
mantled for transportation and disposal at an off-site RCRA facility.
The exact method of dismantling could include flame, hydraulic, or other
technique that could be safely carried out on site. The choice of demo-
lition nethod w i l l be made during remedial design activities, or during
the removal operation, based on site conditions.

ATT areas which have been excavated will be backfilled with on-site soils
and/or graded to preclude ponding. Site runoff from the area will be
directed to the existing retention pond.

The source removal 1s Intended solely as an interim measure. The cleanup
levels used will not necessarily be tne final remediation level for the
site. Tht final levels will be determined during the overall site RI/FS.
All attempts have been made to keep the remediation efforts associated
with ttiff operable unit consistent with the final remedy to the extent
that it can be anticipated.
The intent of this operable unit is to remove the tie source material
still present on the Laskin/Poplar Oil site. To be consistent with the
intent, the operable unit must deal with the soils which have become
significantly contaminated due to the bulk lovement of the oils and sludges.
Therefore, the soils surronding the pits and in the tank area will be

-17-



removed until tne remaining so i l s are vis ibly clean. Hie remaining so
*i!1 ot sampled and analyzed far tne ful l hazardous suostance list j r-o
to backfilling and grading. This *i 11 aid in :*e overal l site cleanup.

1 1 -
5

•'he following is a cost estimate for :.^e recommended alternative.

Si.500,300
Site preparation,
-TOO; 1 i z a t T o n , demo-
3i l izat ion and
permiting

Conditioning and
incineration of
tastes and soils

Transportation of
4340 tons of asn
to tne landfill

Disposal cost for
4340 tons of asn

Transportation and
disposal of scrubber
and decon. water

Tank cutting and
decontamination

Transportation of 245
tons of dismantled
tanks

Landfill costs
for 245 tons

Pit backfilling
and grading

Total

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

54,377,500

5244,125

$651,000

5350,200

$200,000

S 13,785

S 36,750

S 10,000

SI,107,505

53,490,365

S500/ton

20 tons/load
300 miles
9 S3.75/m1.

4340 tons
9 SISO/ton

875,500 gal.
9 S0.40/gal

20 tons/load
300 miles
I? S3.75/m1.

245 tons
9 SI50/ton

151 Of all
costs

The preferred alternative will require operation and maintenance costs
associated with the start-up (Including the trial burn) and the operation

-13-



of trtt mobile incinerator. These costs would 5e limited :o the oeriod of
tint wneo tn« incinerator would se ooerating, wnich nas 5een estimated to
oe approximately one year and is included (n :*e cost estimate. There is
no long term operation or maintenance associated *un t.nis alternative.
No long term monitoring w i l l ae required.

SCHEDULE

The following scnedule of activities povides projected flilestones for tne
to oe oerformed at the Laskin/Poplar Oil site.

Approve Remedial Action (ROD) September L987

Design Award (Notice to Proceed) January 1988

Design Completion April 1988

Award Contract July 1988

Begin Remedial Action September 1988

Complete Remedial Action September 1989

FUTURE ACTIONS

A work plan was completed In August 1987 for Phase II of the RI for the
site. A ROD for the overall site cleanup is scheduled for September •
1988. The overall site RI/FS will deal with groundwater, dloxln, and
overall soil contamination.

-19-
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SUM of OM» •NfcMMMMl Protection Agency

P 0. Sox 1049. 1800 WtttrMark Or.
Coiumous. Ohio 43266-OH9

Richard F Ce
Governor

September 23, 1987 n r Q E 1 V £ 0

Mr. valdas v. Adamkus nrT 0 1 19&7Regional Administrator JUI

U.S. EPA, Region V m r,.Rpr,:ON5
230 South Dearborn Street ' -
Chicago Illinois 606C4 or ...,...•-

Dear Mr. Adamkus:

After review of the Phased Feasibility Study for Source N«ter1«l Rewwva^for
the Laskln/Poplar Oil Superfund site and the draft Record of Ooclsloit for this
renwdlal action, Ohio EPA concurs with the proposed remedial alternatlvt.
This alternative Includes:

- construction of a fence around the contaminated portions of the site
and the on-i1te Incinerator;

- on-slte Incineration of oils, sludges and 'source soils1;
- off-site treatment of all wastewaters, decontaminated water, and

scrubber water;

- off-site disposal of all Incinerator ash;

- dismantling and off-site disposal of all tanks;
- crushing and Incineration of the cinder block walls of the pits;
- and backfilling and grading of all excavated areas.

ct*t of $1.5 million.
assvrt payment of 10 per centum of the remedial action. There

ation and maintenance required for this action.

0. WHORichard 1. Shank, Ph.D. gg. RJ
Director RA

FREEMAN1^

RLS/RH/lz

cc: David Straytr. CAS.OSNUt
lodnet B«a1s, NCN

AMI
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A3LE I

IS OF *AS"5

O i l s
Ranges :

Sludges

A 1 uffli nun
Antimony
Arsenic
3iMum
Chromiu.ii
Copper
Iron
Lead
Magnesium
Manganese
Mercury
Nicxel
Zinc
Cyanide

PC3s (ppm)
Aroclor 1221
Aroclor 1242

and/or 1016
Aroclor 1254
Aroclor 1260

2.0-34
0.0-8.5
0.0-13
25-295
30-543

<20
1.9-8.4
0.0-0.24

9.0-290

10-22

41-144
0.0-12

J.J4-4.37
0.0-0.2
O.U-0.75
0.021-0.7
0.0-0.074
Q. 0-0. 224 '
0.227-74.9
0.004-0.52
0.08-47.2
0.014-7.22
0.0-0.0003
0.0-0.291
0.267-15.9
0.0-0.03

0.0-0.054
0.0-0.024

41-0.15

29- L4, ?00
0.0-13
0.0-15

5.1-1.270
10-3,420
25-598

28-4,720
69-12,400
0.0-9,040
0.0-375
0.0-13
0.0-82

18-5,060
0.0-5

0.0-94

0.0-170

VOLITILE ORGANICS (ppm)
Methyl ene Chlorldt
Acetone
I,l-0icn1oro«tnent
1.1-Oicnloroetnant
Chloroform
1.2-01 en lorotthan*
2-8utanon«
1 1 1 1 I$rr1 CA I orottlunt

anon*

Ethyl benzene
Total Xylenes
Vinal Acetate

0.0-2.4
0.25-46

0.0-0.12
0.0-1.2

0.0-0.36
o.o-ia

0.0-0.27
0.0-0.04
0.0-0.46
0.0-3.3

0.0-0.01
0.0-7.4

0.0-14
0.0-3.4

0.0-3,300
0.0-97,000

0.0-1.7
0.0-5.3

0.0-5,100
0.0-6,400

0.0-19,000
0.0-21.000
0.0-1,200

0.0-280
0.0-7,400

0.0-750
22-76,000

0.0-2
14-44,000

49-140,000
0.0-10
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TA3L- I

3AS£/ NEUTRALS (ppm)
l,3-0icnlorooenz9ne
1,2-Oichlorooenzene
Nitrobenzene
Isopnorone
1,2,3-Tricnlorooenzene
.Naphthalene
2-Methyl naphthalene
Acenaphthalene
Acenaphthene
Oibenzofuran
Fluorene
4-N it roan Hine
n-Nltrosodiphenylamine
Phenanthreae
Anthracene
<J1-n-3utyl Phtnalace
Fluoranthene

Sutylbenzylphthalate
3enzo (A) Antnracen«
&ls(2-etnylh«)(y!) Phthalate
Cnrysen*
Oi-N-Ocryl Pntn«1at«
3enzo (d) Fluoranttwtc
3enzo (A) Pyrtnt
Inaeno( l,2,3-c,d) Pyrtn*
3enzo (g.rt.i)

0.0-2.2
0.0-17

1.3-15
0.45-45
0.0-6.5
0.11-34
0.25-30
O.J-30
0.0-5
0.0-26
0.62-97
0.14-17
0.0-2.7
0.22-30
0.18-35

0.0-0.033
0.0-4.5
0.0-3.5
0.0-51

0.0-6.2
0.0-0.44

of Contaminants
Sludges

0.0-120

0.0-15,000
0.0-130

0.0-34,000
96-5,300
0.0-1,000
50-6,600
0.0-3,600
0.0-5,000

0.0-1,500
0.0-12,000
0.0-9,000

0.0-62
0.0-5,300
0.0-5,200
0.0-290

0.0-1,400
0.0-370

0.0-1,500
0.0-1,000

0.0-95

0.0-330
0.0-350

1.7-53
0.0-34
0.0-9.5
0.0-16

0.0-34,000
0.0-3,500
0.0-22.000
0.0-2,700
0.0-140
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I ASK I, V POPLAR OIL SIT!
JErrEWCN JH[Q

3E5PONS i VENESS

>«j jnited S:jt3S Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) rocant !y Te!d a
ouohc comment ;enod from August Id, 1987 to Septemoer 11, 1987 'or interested
parses to comment o-i U.S. EPA's August 1987 Phased P-astDi 1 icy JCjdy ̂ C3) and
^oposed Plan for a source removal operaole unit at the task in/Poplar Ji'l site.
Ac cne time of the puolic comment period, U.S. EPA had announced its recommended
alcernacive for cne removal of the source material.

The purpose of this responsiveness summary is Co document U.S. EPA's responses
to comments received during the public comment period. All of the comments
summarized in this document will be factored into U.S. EPA's final decision.
Since the purpose of this comment period was to receive comments specifically
related to the PFS, comments related to the overall Remedial Investigation/
feasibility Study (3I/FS) or the Superfund program as a whole will be addressed
at a later time. A numoer of comments were received well after the closing
date of the public comment period. U.S. EPA nas not responded to chose comments,
except to the extent chat many of the same comments were made in timely
submissions.

This responsiveness summary is divided into the following sections:

I. Responsiveness Summary Overview - This section briefly outlines Che
proposed remedial alternatives as presented in the PFS including the
recommended alternative.

II. Summary of Public Comments and U.S. EPA Responses - This section
summarizes both written and oral comments received from the community
and the local officials and the U.S. EPA's responses. The comments are
organized by subject area.

III. Summary of Potential Responsible Party (PRP) Comments and U.S. EPA
Responses - mis section summarizes both written comments received
from the PRPs and the U.S. EPA responses. The comments are organized
b/ subject arta.



[. aeSPONSIVENESS

A. Proposed Alter-lot' /as ana Recommended Alternative

~ie 3^S identifies and evaluates alternate source control options.
alternatives range from to act:on to comolete and pemanent t.-eat.̂ e"
Tie alcarnatves *er9 screened and evaluated oased on their tecnmcal
feasibility, i.nplenientaoi 1 ity.

rFive alternatives passed the i n i t i a l screening and *ere compared -n
detail. The five alternate included:

1. No action;

2. Off-site Containment;

3. Jn-site Incineration;

4. Off-site Incineration; *

5. On-site Incineration/Off-site Containment.

These five alternatives were then subjected to a detailed evaluation of
their effectiveness, compliance with the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act, and cost effectiveness. The U.S. EPA's recommended
alternative is the on-site incineration of all source material on the
site. Qroundwater, soil, and dioxin contamination will be covered in
the overall 3I/FS for the site.

3. Public Comments on the Remedial Alternatives

Public coiiMtnts were received from the Village of Jefferson trustees,
the Ohio Environmental Council, and citizens of Jefferson.

C. PRP Comments on the Remedial Alternatives

Tho> following entities submitted comments on oenalf of the PRPs:

ttr A Hostetler, Counsellors at Law, on behalf of
rerr1s Industries of Ohio, Inc., General Motors Corporation;

TM Inc.. Rockwell International Corporation; Koppers Company, Inc.,
and 8e-Kan, Inc.

Squirt, Sanders, I Oempsey, Counsellors it Law, on behalf of
Ashland J11, Inc., Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company,
Consolidated Rail Corporation, Jhita Consolidated Industries,

-2-



Shell Oil 3cmcany, ' *oo i ' i i ! "onpan/, Sun Rer i i :ng jnd ' • < a . ' < d c ' " ~
Company, Inc., M a * ' i c < , Inc. , incnor '^ctor r.-?ignt, I^c. j" i
E l i S K i m , Inc.

rreednan, Levy, < r o i l 4 Snonds, C o u n s e l l o r s ac _iw Dn :e"i' f f ;•

ne Env* -snnental ^asourcss , Inc on 3ena l ^ :f 3a-<an, !nc.,
. r e r r i s .ri<3us;-i as of ]hn, inc., 3eneral ^o

<oppers Company, Inc., ?oc<wel i International, Inc.,

SUMMARY OF PU8L1C COMMENTS AND U.S. £?A SESPONScS

This rssponsf veness summary addresses ooth oral and written comments
received oy U.S. EPA concert ing tne Phased reasi i i l i ty Study (PFS) for
tfie LasKin/Poplar Dil 51:3. The comment oeriod »#as held from
August 10, 1387, to Septemoer 11, 1987. A puolic -neetlng was neld on
August 26, 1987, at the Asntaoula County Courthouse, as an opportunity
for :ne public and other interested parties to present oral and written
comments to the U.S. E5A. rhese comments are recorded in a transcript
of tne meeting *nich is a v a i l a o l e at the Information Repositories In
Ashtaoula and Jefferson, Ohio, and the U.S. EPA Segion V office ii*
Chicago. The written and oral comments are summarized and organized
into Che fo l lowing categories:

A) The remedial alternative;

3) Additional s i te work; and

C) General.

Remedial Alternative

- A .lumOer of Crtt comments received from the vi l lage trustees and the
community supported the U.S. EPA 's recommendation of an on -sit,* n
incinerator.

*l

. SPA Is pleased that the community and local off icials support
ded alternative.

- A number of tne comments expressed a concern regarding site security
and access.
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U.S. EPA's Response:

Areas of tne s.ite wnicn are oown to oa contaminated are current!/
enclosed in a property fence. AS an i n i t i a l step of t.ms proposed
remedial action a cnain Hn« fanes w i l l oe constructed, "'̂ e exact
extent of tne fencing w i l l :e detamine'J once i n i t i a l samele rajjits
are -eceived from t.ie ?h.asa ii 31 for tne overall site and tne i ic1 "e
location is c.iosen. Site access dur-tn^ tne rameai*} action * i l l oe 3n
an as needed oasis only.

- One comnentor wanted to Know *nat equipment «ould oe removed.

U.S. £PA Response:

This remedial action w i l l result in tne removal of tne tanks and pits.
At tne end of tne action, the mooile incinerator w i l l oe removed. The
ooiler stack, boilers, and other site features w i l l be dealt with in
the overall 3I/FS. ^

3. Additional Site Work

- One comment or was concerned Chat dioxin was not mentioned in the PFS

U.S. EPA Response:

Dioxin is not present in the areas covered by this action and so was
not mentioned. Oloxin contamination is being considered in the
overall site RI/FS.

C. General

• A number of co«Mntors stated that local contractors should be used
as much as possible.

ts to be performed by the U.S.EP4, selection of the con-
will bt in accordance with applicable federal regulations.

bids Mill be solicited in a manner which will allow all
qualified contractors capable of performing tne work to bid on tne
project. Out of town contractors often rely on local contractors for
many of the tasks. Information on becoming involved in CERCLA actions
was given to Michael Mheeler of t.ie AsntabuU County Disaster Ser-
vices.
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- A commencor felt :nat t.ie 3uo
schedule of act iv i t ies.

ii oe <eat informed o

U.S. EPA Response:
T'ie 'J.S. ;?a. agrees.
commitment "o <eeeD t

"ie community ' •s tat ions ^eoartment
s ojoMc aoreast of j.5. -?A actions

s 3

SUMMARY OF ?RP CCMMEYTS AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This responsiveness summary addresses the written comments suomuted 3y
or on oenalf of cne ?RPs. The comment period was neld from August 13,
1987, :o September 11, 1987. A copy of cne comments sufimltted are
available in tn« Information Repositories in Ashtabula and Jefferson,
Ohio and the U.S. £.°A Region '/ Office in Chicago. The comments are
organized into the following categories: A) EPA Authority, 8) Remedial
Alternatives, C) Time Limits, 0) Funding, and E) General. The U.S. EPA
responses are provided for aach comment, or set of like comments. *

EPA Authority

Commentors felt the U.S. EPA lacks the authority to perform the
remedial action. The specific comments are listed below.

Comment:

• The U.S. EPA lacks authority to perform the Phased Feasibility Study
and to take the proposed remedial action, due to the 1 year, S2 million
limits set forth in Section 104 of CERCLA.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The 1 year, J2 million limits set forth in section 104 of CERCLA apply
to emergency response action, not to remedial actions. The Phased
Feasibility Study and the subsequent remedial action are not being

rfonwd under the emergency response authority, but under the
IIal authority.

- Under the Suptrfund Act, U.S. EPA may only perform remedial actions
at the Laskln/Poplar Oil site if that action is necessary as a result
of a release or threatened release of hazardous substances from the
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site. Section iOlfi-t) of Superfuna st

3.

"The tern
including cr-jde oi

suastancsj aces
or any fraction tnersof *nicn is not o

specifically listed or sesijnacac: as a -'azaraojs substance
suooaragraons (.A) tnrougn ,'F) of -..115 oaragraon, and :.->e cem
not Hcljde tatjra! gas, tat-ral gas liciuids, liauif'Sd
qas. or synthetic gas jsaols for 'jel v':r iiixut'jrss of
ana such syntfetic gas).'

The issue is also discussed in tne J.S. iPA General Counsel ''emorintum,
July 31, 1987. The PRPs feel the 01! excusion implies the 01' oart of
the waste -naterial cannot 3e dealt *itft in the operable jnit.

U.S. Response:

The July 31, 1987 General Counsel discussion of the CcSCLA Petroleum
Exclusion set forth in Sections 101(14) and 104 (a)(2), referred to oy
the comment or, specifically states on pg. 3:

" However, it was clear that the omission of oil coveragt was
intended to include spills of oil only, and there was no intent to
exclude from the oil) mixtures of oil and hazardous substance*."

The memorandum continued on pg. 10:

" In fact, one of the petroleum-hazardous substances mixtures -nost
often mentioned during the debates was that of PCS contaminated oil
wnich is a type of contamination arguably resulting from the
"normal us«" of the oil in transformers. Accordingly, an
interpretation of the petroleum exclusion which includes as
"petroleum" hazardous substances added during use of the petroleum
would not bt consistent with Congressional intent."

The situation at the site clearly falls uitnin the authority of Super-
f-jnd. The oils on site are mixed with a variety of volatile organic
compounds, PC3s, and mttals, and creosote wastes which are all listed
as hazardous substances under Superfund. Creosote wastes, which are
dtr1v«t1vts of wood and coal cars, not petroleum products, are a source

|y nuclear aroMtic hydrocarbons (?AHs), *hich are also classified
is substances.

aI Alternatives
A number of comments were received questioning the U.S. EPA's choice of
cleanup levels. These comments dealt witn the reasoning behind the
L).S.£PA's choice of cleanup levels and the consistency of the cleanup
levels with tne final remedy. 3ased on these comments, the U.S.cPA nas
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reconsidered tne c.iosan cleanup levels. Basad on :ne intent of fe
operable unit, :o "amove :">e source -nater-al *ouna on site, ana :-e
desire to oe consistent *iti c.ie overall 51:3 remedy, tne U.S.EPA "as
uodified Us deanuj level, "he tew cleanup level w i l l require :,?e
--2!nova! of soils from around tne pits anc in trie tank area jncil tie
-e<75aini*g soils are /isioly clean, "his cleanup level is consistent
-itn tne intent of tne operaole jnit Md -nnimizes the likelinood
tnat soils -*t 11 3e removed past tne levels «nicn will oe aecer-nined
in the overall site ?I/r5. rne specific comments itade on v^enalf of
tne P9Ps are discussed oelow.

Comment:

- The 5 ppm PCS cleanup level is inconsistent witn trte "National TSCA
Policy". The national policy should govern tne cleanup levtl at CESCLA
sites, "here is no reference to "Regional Policy" in Section 121 of
CERCLA. ^

U.S. EPA's Response:

As mentioned earlier, tne U.S. EPA will not be using the 5 ppa PCfl|
action level for enis operable unit. The soil snail be renoved until
it is visibly clean. Therefore, the issue is moot.

The regional policy approach, however, is fully consistent with and
supported in the National TSCA Policy referenced. The national policy
states in 40 CFR Part 761, pg. 10689:

"Therefore, spills wnicn occurred before the effective date of
this policy are to be decontaminated to requirements established
at tne discretion of EPA, usually tnrough its regional offices."

Just as importantly, tne TSCA policy does not supercede CERCLA policy.
The TSCA rule specifically states on pg. 10690:

" However, other statutes require the agency to consider different
or alternative factors in determining appropriate corrective
action*."
ley continues:
Thus, cleanups under other statutes, such as RCRA corrective

actions or remedial or emergency response actions under SARA, may
result In different outcomes."
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Comment:

- The draft is to ta l l y ' a c < ^ n g ' n any sxpla.natnn of «ny :-«
is assorting tnat Lasx in j ' t e ~iust oe considered a " - as -den r - jl
.«ny can :nis tot ae C3nsi:e r9d a. "restr ict^ a r e a ' , *ner* 'iati
3 o l ' c y a l l o w s imcn tignar

- .5. - P A ' s

"*!» sita is considered a residential area for three reasons. -!<•-,,- ;-a
51:3 owner/operator nas ms residence on tne property. Second, Nat-anal3o!icy defines residential/commercial areas as areas *nere jeople 1:/e
or reside or *nere people «*orK in ocner tnan manufactunny or fartm-nj
industries. It also specifically includes playgrounds and paries.
Areas *nicn are less tnan .1 *n from a residential/commercial area are
considered as sucri even *nere access is restricted. Immediately across
tie street from the Laskin property is the AshtaOula County Fairgrounds
and a set of softaall fields. On the property itself there is a
freshwater pond which peoole fish. Third, under current zoning. th««
property can oe developed residential.

Comment:

- Why has the Region not considered the idea of covering the area with
10 inches of clean soil, wnich would allow for higher levels even in
residential areas?

U.S. EPA's flesponse:

The use of a 10 inch soil cover *as not considered oy the Region because
the operaDle unit is only an interim remedy. Since contaminated soils
w i l l remain onsite, the possibility exists for the clean soil to become
contaminated or to be mixed «ith contaminated soil if further soil
remediation is required. This could result in a larger volume of soil
requiring further remediation and would not be cost effective. Also,
tne addition of soil *ould .iot do anything to prevent f'jrtner contami-
nation of the groundwater.

rt*ov«l should be left jntil overall site cleanup levels are
stod. This Is necessary to assure that the remedial action is

cost effective and consistent *itn cne rest 3f the sita.

U.S. £PA Response:
As documented in the endangement assessment included in the feasibility
study, the sludges and oils concain nazardous suostances at levels above



current health Dased

It is the U.S. EPA's feeling, due to :ne 'K: :nat tne pit :ottoms
unlined, that tne o i l s and sludges in t.ne jits nave oeen in direct
contact with some soils. T^ese soils jre satjratad witn the contamina.r
and tnerefore can oe considered source .-nat'rial. Leaving these s o i l s
on site would not oe appropriate ; n terns of protect iveness to suohc
nealtn and tne environment, would not oe consistent witn tne intant of
the remedial action, and would signi ficant ly increase the c.nances tnat
•nooile incinerator -*ould need to oe returned to t.ne site, "his remooil
ization would oe costly.

We understand tne ?RPs concern regarding unnecessary wortc during c
remedial action and nave reviewed tne cleanup criteria to ae used.
3ased on tnis review, the U.S. EPA nas crtosen a cleanup approacn
feels is consistent witn t.ie intention of removing the source material,
protective of puOlic nealtn and w i l l ninimize the chance of removing
material oeyond final cleanup levels.

The chosen cleanup level requires that all soils around the pits and^n
the tank area wnich are visioly contaminated will be removed. Thi f«ct
that the soils are visibly contaminated indicates that bulk .novenqnt of
the source material has occurred. It would not be reasonable to leave
these soils until the completion of the final RI/FS.

The commentors also felt that the Land Disposal Regulations had been
misinterpreted. They felt that they would not apply to tne conditions
at the site. The comments are presented below:

Comment:

• Leache concentrations based on the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure (TCLP) should be used in determining whether or not land
disposal restrictions apply. This is oased on the land ban "correction"
notice of June 4, 1987. The PFS bases its conclusions on actual waste
concentrations.

U EPA's Response:
(• concentrations based on the ~TLP was implicitly stated in
7, 1986 Land Disposal Restrictions and later explicitly

th« the June 4, 1987 corrections. The leachate concentrations
to the solvent wastes F001-F005 wnic.n the PFS states some

wastes could oe considered. The levels in the sludges are such
that the U.S. EPA feels they would have leachate concentrations above the
limit. The levels are presented below.
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Contaminant

MehyJene Chloride
•Acacpne
1,1 , l-*r7chloroethane

"e:.-3cnloroethene

<y!ene
£:iyl benzene

Max i-Turn
Concentration ?ound

3,300 3pm
J7.JOO ppm
21,000 ppn
1.2CO ppm
750 pom

75,000 ppm
UO.OCO ppm
44,000 ppm

L53C-

.36 ppm

.59 ppm

.•11 ppm
.091 ppm
.05 Ppm
.33 ppm
.15 ppm

.053 ppm

In addition, liquid, PC3 containing wastes are covered under the
California List wnen they are contained in wastes which are listed as
Hazardous under 40 CFR Part 261, or if the mixture exhibits one or
of the characteristics of hazardous waste identified in that Part.
PC3s are banned from land disposal if tne total waste concentration
(aot an extract or filtrate) exceeds 50 ppm PC3S.

wastes containing halogenated organic compounds (HOCs) are subject, to
the California List prohibitions if the waste is listed as a hazardous
waste under 40 CFR Part 261, or exhibits ont or more characteristics of
hazardous waste identified in that Part. The land disposal prohibition
applies to hazardous wastes containing HOCs in total concentrations
greater than 100 mg/1 (liquids) or 100 mg/kg (non-liquids). This is
based on total waste concentration (not an extract or filtrate/.

Comment:

• Is tne Regions interpretation that the land ban would be triggered at
the Laskin/Poplar 011 site consistent with Headquarters policy?

U.S. SPA Response:
The current interpretation in Headquarters regarding what triggers the
Land Disposal Restrictions is that when the wastes are removed from
their present location for treatment or disposal the Land Disposal

on* art triggered. On-site containment of the wastes would
the) removal of the liquids and sludges for solidification, thus
Ing tne> restrictions.

fon the La/id Disposal Restriction, certain treatment standards
tost be met. The treatment standards for liquid PCS wastes, with
greater than 50 ppm PC8s, specifies thermal destruction. The treatment
standard for Halogenated Organic Compound (HOC) wastes, «ith greater
the 1000 ppm HOCs, specifies incineration.
The applicability of the Land Disposal Restrictions is seperate from
the placement issue which triggers the Minimum Technology Requira.-nents
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for a disposal unit. These requirements are triggered *nen 31 ix-sv-g
unit is expanded or a new jnit is created. Jnoer •ieaaquarts'-s jol1:/,
the definition of *nat is a jnit :an oe sx^anaea ^nen :."re concamiiat • :n
is ^ot cantered in "not soots" out is iore general and -uniform across a
large site. Tois is not tie case at :^e i.as<i"i/3oplar Oil Site. "ne
source material areas are distinct 'jii:s. ">erefor», -ne ccmmiat''on
of ai! of :">e *astss into one containment area *oula trigger :*e MI.-
~ecnnolog.y Requirement:, *nicn include a iouole liner and a
leacnate collection system.

Comment:

- Based on tne soils data collected in fulfillment of tne consent oner,
PC3 and HOC concentrations do not exceed land based limits.

U.S. EPA's Response:

It is correct tnat tne soil samples taken from four to six fe«t from
tne pits Had levels oelow tne Land Disposal Sestritionj limit. In ^
addition, Land Disposal Restriction standards have not been promulgated
for soil and deoris wastes at tnis time. Wnen these standards art»
published, they may oe considered applicable or relevant and appropriate.

Some of the sludges, however, exceed the Land Disposal Restriction.
This means somt form of treatment is required for these materials. The
soils immediately surrounding these sludges are believed to contain
similar contaminant levels. The U.S. EPA, therefore, believes it is
prudent amd reasonable to treat these soils.

The commentors felt that the whole concept of an operable unit *as not
supported for this site. Their reasons are as follows:

Comment:

• Both the U.S. EPA and private parties have taken emergency actions
that were necessary to remove tne most imminent hazardous wastes at the
site. There Is no authority under the Superfund Act for the agency to
fractionalize response actions at a site in a manner that is wasteful,
dupHcat1v« and inefficient.

*t

. £PA would like to clarify the difference between emergency
«nd remedial actions. The emergency actions were taken to

imminent threats to public nealtn and the environment.
Remedial actions are used in removing threats to public health and the
environment whlc.1 do not require immediate action. This does not ;nean
that the remedial actions can and should be put off for long periods
of time, but that tne risk is not considered imminent and does not
justify emergency response action.

• 11-



The source removal ooer3Dle jnit 'alls jncer t.ie ""medial ac
category. .rfnile :nere is 10 immenen: -TS< tnat rscui'as eme
action, enougn information exists co snow tnac -sleases if c
from tne pics could ana nost luely nave sccjr'-ed. .': *ou!d
inappropriate for tne J.S. :.3a not :o o.-oceed *IM tne operao
sased on tne containments MI own co se jresent and tne tirgac
-elease of tne contaminants. This approacn is consistent *it
3C0.63 i'c) of :ne National Contingency 3lan.

Comment :

n -•] ~r

- The agency cannot support its proposed Remedial Action «it.i an
incomplete ^isx assesment.

•J.S. EPA's Response:

It is the U.S. £PA's policy tnat source control operable jnfts do not
require a quantitative risk assessment. As stated in tne Guidance on
Feasibility Studies Under CE8CIA, U.S. £PA, Jun« 1985: - *

f
" At sites <*here only source control remedial .neasures art Sflng
evaluated, a qualitative assessment of tne potential public Health
threats in the absence of remedial action will generally b«
conducted."

The U.S. EPA continues to believe a source removal operation at :ne
site is prudent.

The U.S. EPA's authority to break the site into operable units, such
as this source removal, is clearly stated in the National Contingency
Plan 40 CFR fart 300.68 (c).

" Response actions may bt separated into operable units consistent
tfitn achieving a permanent remedy. These operable units may
include removal actions pursuant to §300.65(0) or remedial actions
involving source controls, and/or management of migration.

The U.S. EPA ft«ls that the operable unit is an efficient and practical
of dMlIng with complex sites such as Me Laskin/Poplar Oil s i te.

on had comments regarding the permitting of on-site
Itors- at CERCLA site. These comments ire listed below.

Comment:
• The Phased Feasibility Study needs to reflect that additional testing
(test bum) of the incineration unit will be required to confirm tne
use of this technology far site remediation.
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U.S. EPA's Response:
A test burn for tne
incineration of any
:ne 99.9999% ;erfomanca

"ic'terat ion *ii! oe conducted pr-^r :o :-e
-aste. "he :as: surn w i l l ieed":o~ao<L,iieit

is i^ni

'.omment:

- Tne issue of whether or not an on-site nobile incinerator ^ay lega'
operate on a CE3CLA cleanup site «itnout a <CSA oermit in any scats
otner than Illinois nas not Seen .-asolved. The resolution
:he interpreatation of sections
oy SASA.

U.S.cPA's Response:

on
113(1) and (2 ) (e ) of CERCLA as amended

Section 113(i) does not apply to tne alternatives cnosen. Section 113
v*as apparently incorporated into SASA 1.1 recognition of the fact tnat
tne State of Illinois *ias aggressively pursued its own program for
on-site incineration, and nas aquired its own mooile incinerator. *
Section 121 (e)'s general tenor is to insure tnat the often lengthy
permitting process for on-site remedies, that ordinarily would require
such permits, not delay tne start of remediation. 3y requiring that
sucn operations nevertheless must ueet applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements of law, Congress has ensured that human
health and environmental protection issues, otherwise covered by
permitting, will be addressed.

The remainder of the comments on the remedial alternative covered a
variety of topics and are presented below:

Comment:

• The higft lead content of selected sludges lakes off-site incineration
an impractical and costly alternative.

U.S. EPA's Response:
fncfrttradon was determined to oe tie -nost expensive option.

__ EM agrees that high lead content o" some of the sludge could
fit additional costs, and has recommended on-site incineration
selected remedy.

Comment:

- For all alternatives, consideration needs to be given to air emissions
from material handling during the on-site remedial activities.
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U.S. EPA's Response:

All of the options nave rne possibil i ty of air emiss ions during
handling. Actions, suc.n is condi t ion ing ;ie *aste 11 the pi ts, « i l ! :e
taxen minimize any air -eleases. Air -nonCoring *i 11 oe jsed to assure
mat air releases are kept at an acceptao le l eve l .

Comment:

- Air quality monitoring and air pollation controls snould oe added to
trie cost estimates.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Air pollution control systems are oart of the incinerator units and are
included in the cost estimates. The cost of monitoring during the test
Ourn and the continuous monitoring of the incinerator during the clean-
up is also included. Air quality monitoring would need to be used for
each alternative that involved moving or conditioning the waste. Tnf*
cost would bt similar for each alternative and therefore would not ef-
fect their relative costs. i

Comment:

- On pagts 68-71, landfill costs were listed as $3.75/ton, but should
be 5ISO/ton.

U.S. EPA's Response:
The U.S. EPA agrees that the wrong price/ton was given. However, the
total dollar amunt given is correct and the overall estimates do not
change.

Comment:

- On page 71 disposal costs for 6,435 tons of soil and ash are 5965,250
t» The cost of off-site wastewater treat.ntnt Is $140,000

380,000 gal and $.40/gal. The line item for oil was omitted
, 30 tons, SISO/ton).

*s Btsponse:

Th> cost breakdown did accidentally merge information from the disposal
of soils and asn with information from the disposal of wastewater. The
commentor Is correct Chat disposal cost for soils and ash should be
$140,000. Oil was Included in the 3500 tons of hlgn level waste to be
incinerated. The final cost should be $5,714,413 as opposed to
$5,724,413.



Comment:

• U.S. EPA nas improper'/ rejected certain remedial alternatives and
failed to consider others. The U.S. E?A nas failed to aer'or-m a com-
plete evaluation of all reasonaDle alternatives. For example:

a. Could the asn be disposed of on-site?

o. Could the asn be chemically fixated and disposed of on-site?

c. Could the low lavel source soi ls be disposed of on-site?

d. Could soil washing be used?

e. How quickly could an on-site disposal unit be constructed?

U.S. EPA's Response:

The U.S. EPA has met its requirements of comparing remedial actions
ranging from no action through complete destruction. Some options
were ruled out prior to the Phased Feasibility Study because they wtre
known to be inappropriate or infeasible. The U.S. EPA and Ohio |P/t
have chosen what they consider a reasonable and appropriate solution.

It was determined that an on-s1te disposal unit for the source removal
could not be constructed, filled, and closed by November 1988 based on
prior experience with past CEP.CLA remedial actions. The Idea of
replacing the clean ash back on site was rejected based on the fear it
could be recontamlnated, resulting In the extra cost of remediating the
material twice. The same would be true for fixating the ash or soils
and placing them back on site.

Comment: •

• The option to landfill soils and non-pumpable sludge in Pit 4 should
remain open based on the potential difficulty to incinerate these
materials given low 8TU values. The PCS and HOC concentrations are
below land ban Units.

PA's Response:
fuel will need to be added, the U.S. EPA expects no

pity In Incinerating the soils and non-pumpable sludge In Pit 4.
?fti*t routinely incinerated in PCB cleanups. The PAHs and VOCs are

Effectively treated by Incineration. The issue Is not the com-
bustibility of the soil but the destructabil ity of the hazardous con-
stltuents present.
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Comment;

- Given the high asn content '30*), a U»rge -/Glume *il1 remain af:er
incineration whicn would :e 'andfillea off site as a lazardous waste.
The cost for l a n d f i l l i n g cne jnpumpaole sludge in ?it *4 and the soils
'S approximately 52.5 .Trillion less '.nan iicinerating these -naterials

e<3 with landfilling tne asn.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The U.S. £PA agrees that the estimated cost difference between the two
options is approximately $2.5 million. The complete incineration option
was chosen over a combination of landfilling and incineration for two
reasons. The first reason was that the total incineration option was
considered more protective of public health and tht environment. The
long-term dependability of any landfill is unknown. This has been
supported by the difficulty of current facilities in meeting the U.S.
EPA's Off-site Policy. The second reason was the goal of SARA to use
permanent treatment technologies to tne greatest extent practicable.
With the mobile incinerator on site, it is clearly practicable to trelt
the additional material. •

While the current estimated difference between these two options is
S2.5 million, the actual difference could bt much lower. This Is true
for two reasons. The first reason is that the soils which art in con-
tact with tht cinder block walls and unlined bottoms of the pits are
believed to havt contaminant levels similar to the sludges and oil and
therefore would need to be incinerated under either option. The second
reason is that much of the ash may pass the necessary tests which would
enable it to be disposed of in a sanitary landfill.

Commtnt:

- Considtring tht quantity of ash generated, tht volumt reduction from
incineration is not significant.

U.S. EPA's Response:

,t of SMA is to reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume. 3y
Ing) tht soils and non-pumpablt sludgt in TTt 4, toxicity is

significantly and volumt is decreased by approximately 201.
Is also addressed by eliminating the majority of the

s constituents and the most mobile constituents.

Comments:

- What ARARs were considered m -tuning various alternatives.
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U.S. gPA's Response:

The ARARs considered in reigning the various alternatives included Me
.Resource Conservation and Reclamation Act (3CSA), the Toxic Suostancas
Control Act (TSCA), Me Clean Water Act (CWA), tie Clean Air Act (CAA1,
Chapters 3704, 3734, of tie Ohio Revised Code (ORC) Section 3745-15, 17
13, and 21 as well as 50 through 59 OAC dealing witi ai'- snd *ater
contamination and Chapter 3745-31 of tie ORC dealing with untertatcmg 3
solid waste disposal facility.

C. Time Limits

The commentors expressed concern regarding the length of the public
comment period and the time period for producing a good faith offer.
The specific comments are dealt with below:

Comment:

- No notice of the draft ?s was received prior to the PRP notlct letftr
dated August 19, 1987 and postmarked August 21, 1987. EPA's falltjftto
al low adequate, reasonable, and meaningful opportunities in which to
comment is contrary to puolic participation provisions. £

U.S. EPA's Response:

The puolic comment period must last a minimum of 21 days as specified
under the National Contingency Plan. A 21-day comment period for the
site was established from August 10, 1987 to August 31, 1987 by the
placing of an announcement in the local paper on August 4, 1987. [n
addition to this announcement, the special notice letters were sent
to the PRPs.

Requests were nude by various PRPs for an extension of the comment
period. An extension was granted by U.S. EPA to September 11, 1987.
This allowed 21 days from the actual lulling of the notice letters and
32 days overall.

Also, tills action 1s one In a series of activities that have been taken
rtltttd to tills site. The PRPs have been aware that a PFS was in

Hon and that their own study, undertaken in response to an EPA
tratlvt Order, would in part be the basis for the tne PFS. The

ft*Is adequate time was provided for review of and comment on

Comment:

• The Agency did not provide complete copies of the study with the
notice of letters. Only selected excerpts were sent.

-17-



U.S. EPA's Response:

Complete copies of Me reoort *ert sent :ut to cue Tiemoers of the
steering commttee wnicn iad aeen astaollined 3y tne ?RPs in existing
litigation on past costs. In addition, complete copies of cne ?F5
•19r9 placed in tne Information Repositories located in Jefferson and
Asntaoula, Ohio, and at tne U.S. E?A Region •/ office, located in Cnicago,
M. it *ould not .nave aeer feasiole cj provide complete copies of tne
-soort to eacn of tne ^ore Man 200 PRPs involved with tne site *no
received special notices.

.omment:

- At tne PRP .neeting on Septemoer 4 in Cleveland, EPA announced that
the deadline for good faith proposals to perform the next phase of work
would end on October 23, 1987. Secasuse the EPA will not announce its
final decision until the end of the September, after considering puDHc
comment, there is an objection to the triggering of th« 60-day deadline
under the CERCLA Section 122 "special notice" procedures. »

U.S.EPA's Response;

The U.S. EPA Is currently developing guidance on the timing of the
issuance of "Special Notice" letters. While there arc several possible
approaches, tht present procedure being followed is to Initiate the 60
day moratorium/period of negotiation concurrent with tht public comment
period and Record of Decision review and approval process. The advantage
of this approach Is the opportunity it provides PRPs to get Involved in
the alternative evaluation process through the submission of formal
comments.

0. Funding

Comment:

• PRP liability for cost incurred should bt allocated in accordance
with tn« dtgrw to which parties contributed substances to whicniPA

" rtspond under CERCLA not on volume of oil disposed of.
Mi:

Oft of liability is not a factor in the choice of remediation
«tH not bt dealt with in this responsiveness summary.

Comment:
• Section 104 of the Superfund Act requires that States assume a share
of the costs of Remedial activity. Hie ?FS does not indicate whether
or not this requirement has been satisfied.

-13-



U.S. EPA's Response:

ThaMssut of State share was not discussed in the ?PS because it nad 10
bwHrtg on the feasibil i ty or effectiveness of the al ternat ives.
The State fs responsible for 101 of the remedial actions capital cost
and lOt of the first years operation and maintenence (0AM) . All
subsequent 0AM would be funded oy the state, "he State of Ohio concurs
with the U.S. S P A ' s choice of source removal and w i l l fund its costshare.

E. General

Comment;

- The maps on pages 6 and 31 should have the pits numbered in Increasingorder from right to left.

U.S. EPA's Response;

The pits should be numbered in increasing order from right to

-19-
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